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PREFACE.

HE present volume will hardly need many words by way
of explanation. The discovery of Bryennios, who a little
more than a year ago was enabled to publish for the first
time the two Epistles of S. Clement entire, has suggested to
recent editors a revision and completion of their work. To
this end I might have followed the course pursued by Hilgenfeld
and by Gebhardt and Harnack, and have superseded my former
volume by a new edition. On the whole however it seemed
to me more advisable to issue an Appendix. I thought that
in this way I should better consult the convenience of those
who possessed my edition ; while at the same time there would
be a certain advantage in summing up and discussing the
results of conjectural criticism, as seen in the light of recently
discovered facts, with greater freedom than would have been
possible, if I had undertaken an entirely new edition. “The
present part of the work therefore appears as a supplement to
my edition of S. Clement’s Epistles published in 1869, and is
paged continuously with it.\\A g'eneral title page and a table
of contents are added, which are intended to be prefixed to the
whole volume.
This Appendix was commenced soon after the copies of
Bryennios’ edition reached England in February of last year;
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vi PREFACE.

but various causes have delayed its completion. More espe-
cially the discovery of the Syriac Version about the end of
June stayed my hand: for it was obviously important to
include, not only a discussion of those broader questions which
the appearance of these epistles in such a form suggested, but
also a complete account of the various readings exhibited in
this text. This in itself, with the necessary pressure of other
work, was a task of some months; and it involved a recasting
of certain portions which had been already completed. Lastly,
when the text and notes were already in type, though not
struck off, the new editions of Hilgenfeld and of Gebhardt and
Harnack appeared; and it was necessary to take account of
their labours. I am glad to have had the advantage of testing
my results by theirs, These causes, added to the necessary
hindrances of professional and other duties, have delayed the
publication of this Appendix several months later than I had
at first contemplated.

In a review of my edition which appeared soon after its
publication, in the Goéttingen Gelehrte Anczeigen, signed with
the well-known initials H.E,, disappointment was expressed
that it contained no discussion of the question who was the
writer of the First Epistle. At the time I had deliberately
excluded this subject, as I had then a project of a history
of Early Christian Literature, where such an investigation would
have found a place. But-this project has long since been
abandoned, and the question is therefore discussed in the present
volume (p. 257 sq.). Some time after these sheets were struck
off, I found with satisfaction that M. Renan, in the Fowrrnal
des Savants, January 1877, maintained, as I have done, the
Jewish origin of the writer, and on substantially the same
grounds. Though this seems at present to be an unfashionable
view, I venture to hope that, when the phenomena of the
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epistle are more carcfully considered, it will find general
acceptance.

No apology will; I trust, be needed for attempting to add
another to the existing translations of these epistles. Such an
attempt finds its justification in the fact that considerable por-
tions will appear now for the first time in an English dress and
that elsewhere conjectural readings have been displaced by the,
ascertained text,

It remains for me to fulfil the pleasant task of acknowledging
my obligations to friends who have aided me in the course
of the work. My thanks are due, among others, to the authori-
ties of the British Museum, more particularly to Mr Bond the
Keeper, and Mr E. M. Thompson, the Assistant Keeper of
the Manuscripts, for their unfailing courtesy and assistance,
whensoever I have troubled them: to Signor Ignazio Guidi
of Rome, for his kindness in consulting and transcribing from
MsS in the Vatican Library—a kindness which I appreciate
the more because I had no claims whatever upon it; to
Dr Hort, to whom I owe several valuable suggestions even
in places where his name is not directly mentioned; to
Professor Wright, who has taken much trouble in supplying me
with information respecting some Oriental Mss; to Mr Van-
Sittart, who has extended to this work the supervision for
which I have been indebted to him on former occasions and
has corrected the proof sheets of a considerable portion of
the volume; and especially to Mr Bensly, whose name I have
. had occasion to mention many times in the course of the
work, and whose aid has been invaluable to me in all that
relates to the Syriac Version.

TRINITY COLLEGE,
April 13th, 1877.
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PERIOD of nearly two centuries and a half has elapsed since
% the Epistles of S. Clement of Rome were first published from
the Alexandrian Ms, now in the British Museum, but then belonging
to the King’s Library. On the title page of the Editio princeps, which
appeared in 1633, the editor, Patrick Young, speaks of the text as taken
¢ ex laceris reliquiis vetustissimi exemplaris Bibliothecee Regiz.”: In this
mutilated condition the two epistles remained till the other day. The
First Epistle had lost one leaf near the end, while the surviving portion
occupied nine leaves, so that about a tenth of the whole had perished
(see above pp. 23, 166). The Second Epistle ended abruptly in the
middle, the last leaves of the Ms having disappeared. It is now
ascertained that the lost ending amounted to a little more than two-
fifths of the whole. Moreover the Ms in different parts is very much
torn, and the writing is blurred or obliterated by time and ill usage,
so that the ingenuity of successive editors has been sorely exercised
in supplying the lacunz. .
After so long a lapse of time it seemed almost beyond hope, that the
epistles would ever be restored to their entirety. Vet within the last
few months they have been discovered whole in two distinct documents.
The students of early patristic literature had scarcely realized the surprise
which the publication of the complete text from a Greek Ms at Con-
stantinople had caused, when it was announced that the University
of Cambridge had procured by purchase a Ms containing the two
epistles whole in a Syriac Version. Of these two new authorities for
the text I proceed to give an account.
' 15—2
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At the close of the last year a volume was published at Constanti-
nople, bearing the title:

Tob & dylois marpos Nudv K\juevros émokérov ‘Pduns ai 8o mpos
Kopwbiovs émorolal. 'Ex xepoypdpov tis & Pavaply Kwveravrwov-
méhews BiBAwobijkns 1ot IMavayiov Tdpov viv mporov édidopevar whijpecs
perd mpoleyopévwy kal onuewoewy dmo Ploféov Bpverviov pryrpomorirov
Seppiv x.m.\. 'Ev Kovoravrwovmole, 1875.

[ The Two Epistles of our holy father Clement Bishop of Rome to
the Corinthians; from a manuscript in the Library of the Most Holy
Sepulchre in Fanar of Constantinople; now for the first time published
complete, with prolegomena and notes, by Philotheos Bryennios, Metro-
politan of Serree. Constantinople, 1875.]

This important Ms is numbered 456 in the library to which-it
belongs. It is an 8vo volume, written on parchment in cursive characters,
‘and consists of 120 leaves. Its contents, as given by Bryennios, are as
follows :

fol. 1—32 Tob & dylos "Iwdvvov 700 Xpuvoooromov ovvofns Tijs

makaGs xal kawvgs dabjxns &v Tdfer YmopvnaTkod’,

fol. 33—51b  Baprdfa émorols].

fol. s1b—j0a KMjperros mpos Kopwhiovs A'.

fol. joa—76a KMjpéevros mpos Kopwliovs B’

fol. 76a—80  Awayy Tav dudexa "Amoorédwy.

fol. 81 —82a ’Emworolj Maplas KaooofoAwy wpos Tov dyov xal

iepopaprvpa Tyvdriov dpytemioromov @covrorews *Avrioxelas.
fol. 82a—120a Tob dylov Tyvariov @eovmolews *Avrioxeias

wpos Maplav )

mpos Tpallwvois

mpos Maymoiovs

npos Tovs & Tapog

mpos ddummyoiovs wepl Barrioparos

mwpos Pladedpels

wpos Zpvpvalovs

mwpos Iolixapwov &rioxomov Zpdpwys

! This is doubtless the same work tains only the Old Testament and ends

which is printed in Montfaucon’s edition = with Malachi. Montfaucon stops short
of S. Chrysostom, VI. p. 314sq. Bryen- at Nahum, apparently because his Mss
nios says that the treatise in this MS con- failed him there.
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mpos "Avrioxels
wpos "Hpwva diudkovov "Avrioxéa
mwpos "Eeciovs

. mpos "Popaiovs.

The genuine Epistle of Clement is headed K\jpevros mwpos Kopwfiovs
A’; the so-called Second Epistle likewise has a corresponding title,
KMjpevros mpos Kopwbiovs B'. At the close of the Second Epistle is
written, Srixot x. pyrd xK'e. At the end of the volume is the colophon;
"Ereety wpi "lowiy els 1ds w'. fuépav IV. Ivd 0. &rovs ordptd. xewpl
Aédovros voraplov xai diefrov. The date A.M. 6564 is here given accord-
ing to the Byzantine reckoning, and corresponds to A.D. 1056, which is
therefore the date of the completion of the ms.

It is strange that this discovery should not have been made before.
The Library of the Most Holy Sepulchre at Constantinople is attached
to the Patriarchate of Jerusalem in that city, and therefore has something
of a public character. It has moreover been examined more than once
by learned men from Western Europe. A catalogue of its mss, com-
piled in 1845 by Bethmann, appeared in Pertz Archiv der Gesellsch.
[ dltere deutsche Geschichtkunde 1X. p. 645 sq.; but it does not mention
this volume (see Patr. Apost. Op. 1.1i. p. xii, Gebh. u. Ham., ed. 2).
Some years later, in 1856, M. Guigniant read a report of the contents of
this library before the French Academy of Inscriptions, which is pub-
lished in the Fournal Général de I Instruction Publique 1856, XXV.p. 419 ;
and again this Ms is unnoticed. M. Guigniant seems to have attended
-chiefly to classical literature, and to have made only the most superficial
examination of the Christian writings in this collection: for he says,
somewhat contemptuously, that these Mss ¢unfortunately comprise little
besides Homjlies, Prayers, Theological and Controversial Treatises,
written at times not very remote from our own,’ with more to the same
effect (as quoted in the Academy, May 6, 1876). Again, two years later,
the Rev. H. O. Coxe, the Librarian: of the Bodleian, visited this
Library and wrote a report of his visit (Repor? to H. M. Government on
the Greek MSS in the Libraries of the Levant, pp. 32, 75, 1858), but he
too passes over this volume in silence. A serious illness during his
stay at Constantinople prevented him from thoroughly examining the
libraries there.

This Ms is designated I (‘Iepocolvuericds) by Bryennios, and by
Hilgenfeld after him. But this designation is misleading, and I shall
therefore call it C (Constantinopolitanus) with Gebhardt and Harnack.

Facsimiles of C are given by Bryennios at the end of his volume.
The contractions are numerous and at first sight perplexing., It sy-



226 THE DOCUMENTS.

stematically ignores the « subscript or adscript with a single exception,
il § 1 ¢ Oedjoee (p. 147); and, if Bryennios has in these particulars
reproduced it faithfully in his own text, it also universally omits before
consonants the so-called v épeAxvorcév which appears in the Alexan-
drian Ms, and writes obre under the same circumstances, when the
older Ms has o¥rws. It is written with a fair amount of care throughout,
so far as regards errors of transcription. In this respect it contrasts
favourably with A, which constantly betrays evidence of great negligence
on the part of the scribe. But, though far more free from mere clerical
errors, yet in all points which vitally affect the trustworthiness of a Mms,
it must certainly yield the palm to the Alexandrian. The scribe of A
may be careless, but he is guileless also. On the other hand the text of
C shows manifest traces of critical revision, as will appear in the sequel

But, notwithstanding this fact, which detracts somewhat from its
weight, it still has considerable value as an authority. More especially it
is independent of A ; for it preserves the correct reading in some in-
stances, where A is manifestly wrong. I pass over examples of slight
errors where one scribe might blunder and another might correct his
blunder (e.g. § 1 £évois A, ¢éms C; § 2 darepniapévol A, &vearepriopévor C;
§ 3 amreyaddxrioey A, dmedderiocer C; § 25 daveder A, Suavde C; § 35
pofeviav A, dpofeviav C). These are very numerous, but they prove
nothing. Other instances however place the fact of its independence
beyond the reach of doubt: e.g. § 2 per’ é\éovs (perehatova) A, which is
read perd 3éovs in C, where no divination could have restored the right
reading ; § 3 xara 7ds émbuplas avrod s wovypds A, where critics with one
accord have substituted rds movypds for rijs wompas without misgiving,
thus mending the text by the alteration of a single letter, but where the
reading of C shows that the words mjs xapdias have dsopped out ir
A after émbupias; § 21 8id s purijs A, where C has 8ud mijs ouyds, as the
sense demands and as the passage is quoted by Clement of Alexandria;
§ 34 wporpémerar (mporpemere) odv fpds ¢ SAys Tis Kkapdlas éx’  avrd py
apyovs pijre wapepévovs elvar émi wdv dpyov dyafdv, where some critics
have- corrected ér’ avrg in various ways, while others, like myself, have
preferred to retain it and put a slightly strained meaning on it (see the
note p. 113), but where C solves the difficulty at once by inserting
morebovras after juds and thus furnishing a government for &' avrg;
§ 37, where eveuxrwws, or whatever may be the reading of A (see p. 121)

! This however may be doubted. Hil- éorfpiger as the reading of C before a
genfeld (p. xix) calls attention to the fact, consonant.
that in § 33 Bryennios in his note gives
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could not have suggested érwds which appears in C. It follows from
these facts (and they do not stand alone) that C is not a lineal de-
scendant of A, and that the text which they have in common must be
traced back to an .archetype older than the sth century, to which A
itself belongs.

.On the other hand, the eitical revision, to which I have already
referred, as distinguishing the text of C when compared with that of A,
and thus rendering it less trustworthy, betrays itself in many ways.

(1) C exhibits karmonistic readings in the quotations. Thusin § 4
it has ¢ Kvplyp for 7¢ @e§ in Gen. iv. 3 in accordance with the Lxx;
and again dpyovra Kal Swacryv for xkperijv 4 Swkacrjv in Exod. ii. 14, also
in accordance with the LXx (comp. also Acts vii. 27). In § 13 it gives
Tovs Adyovs for ré Adywe in Is. Ixvi. 2 in conformity with the Lxx. In
§ 22 again it has rov &nifovra for rovs e\xilovras in Ps. xxxii. 10 after
the Lxx. In § 33, having before spoken of justification by faith and
not by works, Clement writes 1 otv woujowpey, ddeddol ; dpyrjowper dro
Tis dyafowolas; as read in A: but this sentiment is obviously sug-
gested by Rom. vi. 1 sq., 7{ odv époipev; émpévoper T dpaprip KT\,
and accordingly C substitutes i ofv époluer for 7 olv woujowper. In
§ 34 Clement quotes loosely from Is. vi. 3 wdoa % riows, but C sub-
stitutes wdoa o yf in accordance with the Lxx and Hebrew. Later
in- this chapter again Clement gives (with some variations) the same
quotation which occurs in 1 Cor. ii. g, and C alters it to bring it into
closer conformity with S. Paul, inserting & before d$faruds and sub-
stituting rgis dyawdow for rols vmopévovow, though we see plainly from
the beginning of the next chapter that Clement quoted it with rols vmro-
pévovow. In § 35, in a quotation from Ps. 1. 16 sq., C substitutes dud
aréparos for éml ordparos so as to conform to the Lxx. In § 36,
where A reads dvopa xexAnpovdpnker, C has xexAnpovdunkev dvopa with
Heb. i. 4. In § 47 for avrod re xal Kypd re xal *Amols, C substitutes
&vrod xal 'Awolo kal Knéd, which is the order in 1 Cor. i. 12. -
Though A itself is not entirely free from such harmonistic changes,
they are far less frequent than in C.

(z) Other changes are obvxously made from dogmahc motives.
Thus in ii. § 9 we read Xpioros ¢ Kdpuos ¢ ouioas fpds, dv u&v 70 mpdrov
wvedpa, éyévero adp¢ x.r.\. This mode of speaking, as I have pointed
out in my notes (p. 202), is not uncommon in the second and third
centuries: but to the more dogmatic precision of a later age it gave
offence, as seeming to confound the Second and Third Persons of the
Holy Trinity. Accordingly C substitutes Adyos for wvedpa, Jesus
Christ, being first Word, became flesh,’ thus bringing the statement into

e,
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accordance with the language of S. John. Again, in § 30 of the
genuine Epistle, rois xarypapévois vro 7ob @eod, the words vws rov @eov
are omitted in C, as I suppose, because the scribe felt a repugnance to
ascribing a curse to God; though possibly they were.struck out as super-
fluous, since they occur just below in the parallel clause Tols mvAoymué-
vois Ym0 100 @eod. Again in § 12 ‘Padf 5 mépwy, C reads ‘Padf 7 érde-
yopém wopvy, the qualifying word being inserted doubtless to save the
character of one who holds a prominent place in the Scriptures. Under
this head also I am disposed to classify the various reading in § 2, rois
épodlots Tois Deod dprovpevor, where C reads 7o Xpuorob for rob @eod ; but
this is a difficult question, and I reserve the discussion of it till the
proper place. In § 14 too the substitution of aipéaeis for & is probably
due to an orthodox desire to give definiteness to Clement’s condemna-
tion of the factious spirit. ot
(3) But more numerous are the grammatical and rketorical changes,
i.e. those which aim at greater correctness or elegance of diction. These
are of various kinds. (2) The most common perhaps is the substitution
of a more appropriate tense, or what seemed so, for a less appropriate :
_e.g § 1 Braodnueiofa for Bhacdyunbivar; § 7 ixerevovres for ixerelaar-
Tes; § 12 NeddAyras for é\dA\yoas, éyenjfn for yéyover (see the note in
the addenda); § 17 drevioas for drevi{wv; § 20 wpoopeiyovras for
mpoomepevydras; § 21 dvapel for dvelel; § 25 TeAevmjoarros for rere-
Aevryrdros, mAnpovpévou for werAnpupévov; § 35 vrorirre for vrémmrey ;
§ 40 mpoorayeiow for wpooreraypévois; § 44 éoriv for dorar, molirevoa-
pévovs for molrevopévovs; § 49 dédwxev for Buwkev; § 51 oraciacdvrov
for oracwa{dvrorv; § 53 dvaBdyros for dvaBafvovros]; ii. § 4 oporoyjow-
pev for opoloydpev; il. § 7 Phelpwv for Pplelpas; ii. § 8 woujoy for mop
and Bonfel for Bopbjoe. (8) The omission, addition, or alteration of
connecting particles, for the sake of greater perspicuity or ease: e.g.
§ 8 ydp omitted ; § 12 &r... xal inserted; § 16 ¢ omitted; § 17 & 8¢
- omitted, and again 8¢ inserted ; § 30 7e...xui inserted ; § 33 8¢ substituted
for ofv; § 65 (59) xai omitted before 8¢ avrod; ii. § 2 8¢ omitted ; ii.
§ 3 olv omitted; ii. § 7 otv omitted; ii. § 10 8¢ substituted for ydp.
(¢) The substitution of a more obvious preposition for a less obvious:
e.g. § 4 awo for vwd (twice), § 9 & 7} Aerovpylg for did mijs Aerovpylas,
§ 11 €ls adrov for én’ avrov, § 44 mwepl 1o dvoparos for émi Tod Jvdpa-
7os. (Z) An aiming at greater force by the use of superlatives: § 2
oefagpwrdry for oefaouin, § 33 mappeyedéoratov for wappéyedes. (¢)
The omission of apparently superfluous words: e.g. § 1 ddeAdpol, vudv;
§ 4 otrws; § 7 eis (after 8uéhfwpev); § 8 yap (after {5); § 11 Toiiro; § 15 drrg;
§ 19 7ds...yeveds (rovs being substituted); § 21 fudv; § 30 dwd; § 38 [fro]
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xal (if this mode of supplying the lacuna in A be correct), where the
- meaning of the words was not obvious (see the note in the addenda);
§ 40 o before Tomos; § 41 pdvy; § 44 dvdpes (with the insertion of mwes in
the preceding clause); ii. § 7 adrdv; ii. § 8 & before 7ais xepolv (with
other manipulations in the passage which slightly alter the sense);
ii. § 8 peravolas: and (though much less frequently) the insertion of a
word; e.g. § 14 Tov before doeBij; § 33 dyafois (but conversely dyabis is’
absent from C but present in A in § 30); ii. § 1 7o before py dvros; ii. § 8
& (f) Alterations for the sake of an easier grammatical construction
or a more obvious sense: e.g. § 2 Tév wAyaiov for Tols wAyoiov; § 4 T0
wpocumov for 74 wpoodmy; § 15 dpefav avrov for &fedoarro avriv; § 20 én'
avrijs for ér’ avnijv; ii. § 3 Tjs dAnfelas boldly substituted for 7 mpds avrév
on account of the awkwardness; ii. § 9 dmoldByre for dmoldBuper.
(£) The substitution of orthographical or grammatical forms of words,
either more classical or more usual in the transcriber’s own age: e.g.
§ 6 dordv for coréwr, § 15 ebAdyow for ebhoyotoav, § 38 eloAfouev for
elojAfapev, § 57 wpoeidovro for wpoelhavro, §§ 4, 6 {fAov for Lijhos, § 13
Tigov for rigos, é\ecire for é\edre, § 20 Vylaav for vyelav, § 33 dydA-
Aerar for dyaMMidras, § 37 xpdrae for xpirac (but conversely, ii. § 6
xpijofa: for xpdobar), § 39 évavriov for &vavry, § 40 vmeprdry for vmep-
7drg, § 53 Mooy for Mowie7j (and similarly elsewhere), § 50 rapueia
for rapeia (tapia), § 65 (59) émmdbyrov for émurobiryy, ii. § 2 Ekxaxdpev,
for éyxaxdpev, ii. §.5 dwoxrévovras (sic) for dmoxrévvovras, ii. § 7 weloera
for mafetrar, ii. § 12 8o for dvoi, &jAn for djdos. So too &eppilwoev
¢ppioaro, pulhoppoei, for epl{waey, épiaato, PprAlopoet ; mpdos, mpasrys,
for wpais, mpavmys; etc. And again C has commonly éavrod etc. for
avrod etc., Where it is a reflexive pronoun. In many such cases it is
difficult to pronounce what form Clement himself would have used (see
pp. 25, 26) ; but the general tendency of the later ms is obvious, and
the scribe of A, being nearer to the age of Clement than the scribe of C
by about six centuries, has in all doubtful cases a prior claim to atten-
tion. (%) One other class of variations is numerous; where there is an
exchange of simple and compound verbs, or of different compounds of
the same verb. In several cases C is obviously wrong; e.g. § 20 wapa-
PBdoews for mapexBdaews, peradidaow for peramapadiboacw ; while other
cases do not speak for themselves, e.g. § 7 émjveyxe for vmjveyxey, § 12
éxxpepdon for xpepdoy, § 16 ameMfdvres for éNddvres, § 25 éyyevdra for
yewéra, § 37 Tehobo for émrehobow, § 43 rjkoNovlnaav for émprodovfnoar,
§ 55 &dwkav for wapédwkay, ii. § 1 dmwolafeiv for AafBely, ii. § 12 épw-
mleis for émepwrnfels, but the presumption is in favour of the mMs which
is found correct in the crucial instances. (/) Again there are two or
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three instances where C substitutes the active voice for the middle; § 8
dpélere for dpéleale, § 23 emdelxvvor for Emdelxvvrar, § 43 éwédeate for
éredelfaro, and in all these the middle seems to be correct : while con-
versely in § 38, &rpenéobu the reading of C must be substituted for
the solcecistic évrperéro which stands in A.

In some passages, where none of these motives can be assigned,
the variations are greater, and a deliberate change must have been
made on the one side or the other. In these cases there is frequently
little or no ground for a decision between the two readings from
internal evidence; e.g. § 1 weprrdoes for wepurrdaes, § 5 épw for phdvor:
(where however &uw may be suspected as an alteration made to conform
to the expression {fAov xai &w just below), § 6 xaréoxaye for xaré-
arpafer, § 8 Yuxijs for kapdlas, § 28 BAaPepds (sic) for puapds, § 35 rovypiav
for dvouiav, § 51 drfpwmov for Oepdmovra, § 55 vmopmjpara for vrodely-
para. But elsewhere the judgment must be given against C;e.g. § 32
rdfe for 30fy, § 33 mwpoeroiudoas for mpodypmiovpyioas, § 41 wpogevxdv
for evxdv, § 47 aydmys for aywyfs (possibly an accidental change), § 53-
Seamorys for Oepdmov, § 56 Kipios for Sikaios, ii. § 1 mwowmpol for wypol,
ii. § 10 dvdmavow, dvdmavais, for dwdhavor, dmdlavois: while in no
such instance is A clearly in the wrong; for I do not regard § 41 evyapio-
Telro A, ebapeoreiro C, as an exception. And generally of the variations
it may be said that (setting aside mere clerical errors, accidental trans-
positions, and the like) in nine cases out of ten, which are at all deter-
minable, the palm must be awarded to A",

[The above account of the relation of C to A was written before
the discovery of the Syriac Version; and it has received the strongest
confirmation from this latter authority. It will be seen M the sequel
that in nearly every case which is indeterminable from internal
evidence S throws its weight into the scale of A.]

It will be unnecessary to give examples of the usual clerical errors,
such as omission from homceoteleuton, dropping of letters, and so forth.
Of these C has not more than its proper share. Generally it may be
said that this Ms errs in the way of omission rather than of insertion.
One class of omissions is characteristic and deliberate. The scribe
becomes impatient of copying out a long quotation, and abridges it,
sometimes giving only the beginning or the beginning and end, and
sometimes mutilating it in other ways (see §§ 18, 22, 27, 35, 52). A

1 This estimate of the relative value 19, 1876, p. 99) and of Gebhardt (ed. 2,
of A and C agrees substantially with those  p. xv). Hilgenfeld takes a different view,
of Harnack (Z%elog. Literaturz., Feb.  assigning the superiority to C (ed. 2, p.xx).
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characteristic feature of this Ms also .is the substitution of dpels, vpdv,
etc., for juels, Juév, etc. I say characteristic; because, though the
confusion of the first and second persons plural of the personal pro-
noun js a very common phenomenon in most Mss owing to itacism, yet
in this particular case it is far too frequent and too.one-sided to be the
result of -accident. The motive is obvious. When read aloud, the
appeals in the letter gain in directness by the substitution of the second
person.

Instances will be given in the addenda which show how at some
stage in its pedigree the readings of C have been influenced by the
uncial characters of a previous Ms from which it was derived : see § 2,
21, 32, 49, 43.

From the list of contents given above (p. 224) it will have ap-
peared that the interest of this Ms does not end with Clement. What
may be the value of the Doctrina Duodecim Apostolorum remains to
be seen; but a new authority for the Greek of Barnabas will be a
great gain, more especially in the earlier part where we are altogether
dependent on the very corrupt text of 8. And, though from the
order of the Ignatian Epistles and the space occupied by them it is
clear that this Ms gives the Long Recension, yet here again another
authority, belonging-{as we may hope) to a different family from those
already known, will be a welcome acquisition. The editor promises to
publish the Barnabas and Ignatius shortly (p. viii). -

But in addition to the absolute gain of this discovery in itself, the
appearance of the volume which I have been discussing is a happy
augury for the future in two respects.

In the first place, when a Ms of this vast importance has been for
generations unnoticed in a place so public as the official library of a
great Oriental prelate, a hope of future discoveries in the domain of
early Christian literature is opened out, in which the most sangume
would not have ventured to indulge before.

Secondly, it is a-most cheering sign of the revival of intellectual
life in the Oriental Church, when in this unexpected quarter an editor
steps forward, furnished with all the appliances of Western learning,
and claims recognition from educated Christendom as a citizen in the
great commonwealth of literature.
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II.

A FEw months, after the results of this important discovery were
given to the world, a second authority for the complete text of the two
epistles came unexpectedly to light.

The sale catalogue of the Mss belonging to the late Oriental
scholar M. Jules Mohl of -Paris contained the following entry.

‘1796. Manuscript syriaque sur parchemin, contenant le N. T. -
(moins PApocalypse) d’apres la traduction revue par Thomas d’Héraclée.
...Entre I'épitre de S. Jude et I'épitre de S. Paul aux Romains, se trouve
intercalée une traduction syriaque des deux épitres de S. Clément de
Rome aux Corinthiens.’

It was the only Syriac Ms in M. Mohl’s collection.

The Syndicate of the Cambridge University Library, when they gave
a commission for its purchase, were not sanguine enough to suppose
that the entry in the catalogue would prove correct. The spurious
Epistles on Virginity are found in a copy of the Syriac New Testament
immediately after the Epistle of S. Jude taken from the Philoxenian
version (see above, p. 15); and it was therefore concluded that the two
epistles in question would prove to be these. It seemed incredible
that such a treasure as a Syiiac version of the Epistles to the
Corinthians, forming part of a well known collection, should have
escaped the notice of all Oriental scholars in France. It was therefore
a very pleasant surprise to Mr Bensly, into whose hands the Ms first
came after its purchase, to discover that they were indeed the Epistles
to the Corinthians. He at once announced this fact in a notice sent
simultaneously to the Academy and the Athenzum (June 17, 1876),
and began without delay to prepare for the publication of this version.,

To Mr Bensly’s volume, which will probably appear shortly after my
own, I must refer my readers for a fuller account of this unique Ms and
the version which it contains. It will be sufficient here to give those
facts which are important for my purpose.

The class mark is now 4dd. MSS 1700 in the Cambridge Uni-
versity Library. The Ms is parchment, 94 inches by 64, written in
a current hand; each page being divided into two columns of from 37
to 39 lines. It contains the Harclean recension of the Philoxenian
version of the New Testament; but, like some other Mss of this
recension, without the asterisks, obeli, and marginal readings. The
books are arranged as follows :



THE DOCUMENTS. 233

1. The Four Gospels. These are followed by a history of the
Passion compiled from the four Evangelists.

2. The Acts and Catholic Epistles, followed by the Epistles of
S. Clement to the Corinthians.

3. The Epistles of S. Paul, including the Epistle to the Hebrews,
which stands last.

At the beginning of the volume are three tables of lessons, one for
each of these three divisions.

Quite independently of the Clementine Epistles, this volume has the
highest interest; for it is the only known copy which contains the whole
of the Philoxenian (Harclean) version, so that the last two chapters of
the Epistle to the Hebrews, with the colophon following them, appear
here for the first time.

At the end of the fourth Gospel is the well-known subscription,
giving the date of the Philoxenian version A.D. 508, and of the
Harclean recension A.D. 616; the latter is stated to be based in this
part of the work on three Mss (see White’s Sacr. Evang. Vers. Syr.
Philox. pp. 561 sq., 644 sq., 647, 649 sq.; Adler Nov. Test. Vers. Syr.
P. 45 sq.; Catal. Cod. MSS Orient. Brit. Mus. 1. p. 27, no. xix, ed.
Forshall). The history of the Passion, which follows, and which was
compiled for lectionary purposes, is found also in other Mss (see White
L c. p. 645, Adler L. c. p. 63).

In the second division the colophon which follows the Epistle
of S. Jude is substantially the same with that of the Oxford Ms given
by White (Act. Apost. et Epist. 1. p. 274). The Catholic Epistles are
followed immediately on the same page by the Epistles of Clement,
the Epistle of S. Jude with its colophon ending one column, and the
First Epistle of Clement beginning the next. This latter is headed :

sl wasulor Zoddodds WA
huiany whaa hala aale woi\2an
The Catholic Epistle of Clement the disciple of Peter the Apostle
2o the Church of the Corinthians. '

At the close is written :
‘hodahrdy ©onmulos dums i\ ¢ heale
Lam0i o0 Shuian hal mis

Here endeth the First Epistle of Clement, that was written by
kim to the Corinthians from Rome. '
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Then follows :
aduian hal t.&n&n i\ ¢ mlx 3a ml.n
Of the same the Second Epistle to the Corinthians.

At the close of the Second Epistle is

dols . masnloy pdidy hi\« denle
. +TShujas
Here endeth the Second Epistle of Clement to the Corinthians.

This subscription with its illumination ends the first column of a
page; and the second commences with the introductory matter (the
capitulations) to the Epistle to the Romans.

At the close of the Epistle to the Hebrews, and occupying the first
column of the last page in the volume, is the following statement :

aulr walaas im odha Shadew

Aoams om ~uday am N oudheda
& ~om mudd om Aary om  huis
i ivan wom [smoldurt ase
smaliama unioy 3ha dus  celulmlay

OBl Maas am Ay

This book of Paul the Apostle was written and collated from
that copy whick was written in the city of Mabug (Hierapolss) ;
whick also had been collated with (from) a copy that was in Cesarea
a city of Palestine in the library of the holy Pamphilus, and was
written in his own handwriting, etc.

After this follows another colophon, which occupies the last column
in the Ms, and begins as follows :

m oda ilmar dua o aw ey lan

wiuley oumaiaze o adNsownr i 2l
reharals . :oumulos ehih Ao : nio
resnardha eioh < sl .malaax
wWresnaonide Al om duks cmalote
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w0y Auiniers .adedl Wisa  erimdo
nin wia\o1  rdide duasy .m r(.:.-l_s.
et o¥ade o hatam hua=m amioy
t¢haanlden &) hagio o Gsas
whiar e hamlods hasum hosumse
ALY M rzoo a5 et luweds ot
e i amied 1 Ldam is
1ihamo mawoi E\Jmoe i\ @l @\ omy
Nised ~imw @1 moda i\aze  rexain

: T amioY Y S

Now this life-giving book of the Gospel and of the Acts of the Holy
Apostles’, and the two Epistles of Clement, together with the teack-
ing of Paul the Apostle, according o the correction of Thomas of
Heraclea, received its end and completion in the year one thousand
Jour hundred and eighty one of the Greeks in the little convent of
Mar Saliba, whick is in the abode of the monks on the Holy Moun-
tain of the Blessed City of Edessa. And it was written with great
diligence and irrepressible love and laudable fervour of faith and at
the cost of Rabban Basil the chaste monk and pious presbyler, who
is talled Bar Mickael, from the city of Edessa, so that he might
have it for study and meditation spiritual and useful both of soul
and of body. And it was writlen by Sakda the meanest of the monks
of the same Edessa.

The remainder of this colophon, which closes the volume, is
unimportant.

The year 1481 of the era of the Seleucidae corresponds to A.D. 1170.

On the last page of each quire, and on the first page of the following
quire, but not elsewhere, it is customary in this Ms to give in the
upper margin the title of the book for the time being. This heading,
" in the case of the First Epistle of Clement, is

1 Under the title ¢ Acts® the writer here  as a designation for the whole division,
evidently includes the Catholic Epistles.  comprising the Clementine as well as the
At the beginning and end of the table of  Catholic Epistles.
lessons for the second division it is used .

!
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readnian haly msnlon wdusns Wi
The First Epistle of Clement to the Corinthians.

In the case of the Second Epistle no occasion for any such heading
arises.

The Epistles of Clement are divided into lessons continuously with
the Acts and Catholic Epistles, which constitute the former part of the
same division. They are as follows :’ '

94. 26th Sunday after the Resurrection ; Inscr. ‘H é&xAnoia k...
05. 27th Sunday after the Resurrection ; § 10 "ABpadp ¢ $idos k.T.A.
96. 34th Sunday after the Resurrection; § 16 Tamewoppovoivray ydp
kTN
o7. 35th Sunday after the Resurrection; § 16 ‘Opdre, dvdpes dya-
myrol kT
98. 36th Sunday after the Resurrection ; § 19 Tdv Tooovrwy odv k1A
99. 37th Sunday after the Resurrection ; § 21 Tov Kvptov "Inoov k..
10o. The Funeral of the Dead ; § 26 Méya ai favpaorov k..
1o1. 38th Sunday after the Resurrection ; § 30 *Ayiov [Ayia] ov pepis
X%
102. 39th Sunday after the Resurrection ; § 33 T¢ obv woujowper K.T.A.
103. 28th Sunday after the Resurrection ; § 50 Al yeveal wioat kT,
104. 29th Sunday after the Resurrection; § 52 *Ampoadejs, adehol,
KT : :
ro5. 3oth Sunday after the Resurrection ; § §6 BAérere, dyamyrol k.T.A.
106. 31st Sunday after the Resurrection ; § 59 "Edv 8¢ Twes k.7.A.
107. 32nd Sunday after the Resurrection ; § 62 Tlept piv 7dv dvmrdvrov
KT\, .
108. The Mother of God ; ii. § 1 "ASeApo, ovrws k.TA.
109. 33rd Sunday after the Resurrection ; ii. § 5 “Ofev, adeddol, k.7.\-
110. 25th Sunday after the Resurrection; ii. § 19 *Qore, ddeAdol Kal
adedal, x.T.A.

These rubrics, with the exception of the numbers (94, 95, etc.), are
imbedded in the text’, and therefore cannot be a later addition. The
numbers themselves are in the margin, and written vertically.

T have been anxious to state carefully all the facts bearing on the
relation of the Clementine Epistles to the Canonical Books of the New
Testament in this Ms, because some questions of importance are affected

1 With the exception of the last rubric, which is itself in the margin, having appa-
rently been omitted accidentally. .
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by them. As the result of these facts, it will be evident that, so far as
regards the scribe himsclf, the Clementine Epistles are put on an absolute
equality with the Canonical writings. Here for the first time they appear,
not at the close of the volume, as in A, but with the Catholic Epistles—
the position which, as I pointed out (p. 12), is required on the
supposition of perfect canonicity. Moreover no distinction is made
between them and the Catholic Epistles, so far as regards the lectionary.
Lastly, the final colophon renders it highly probable that the scribe him-
self supposed these epistles to have been translated with the rest of the
New Testament under the direction of Philoxenus and revised by
Thomas of Heraclea.

But at the same time it is no less clear that he was mistaken in this
view. In the first place, while each of the three great divisions of the
New Testament, the Gospels, the Acts and Catholic Epistles, and the
Pauline Epistles, has its proper colophon in this Ms, describing the
circumstances of its translation and revision, the Clementine Epistles
stand outside these notices, and are wholly unaccounted for. In the
next place the translation itself betrays a different hand, as will appear
when I come to state its characteristic features; for the Harcleo-
Philoxenian version shows no tendency to that unrestrained indulgence
in periphrasis and gloss which we find frequently in these Syriac Epistles
of Clement. Thirdly, there is no indication in any other copies, that
the Epistles of Clement formed a part of the Harcleo-Philoxenian
version. The force of this consideration however is weakened by the
paucity of evidence. While we possess not a few Mss of the Gospels
according to this version, only one other copy of the Acts, Catholic
Epistles, and Pauline Epistles is known to exist'. Lastly, the table of
lessons, which is framed so as to include the Clementine Epistles, and
which therefore has an intimate bearing on the question, seems to be
unique. There is no lack of Syriac lectionaries and tables of lessons,
whether connected with the Peshito or with the Philoxenian (Harclean)
version, and not one, I believe, accords with the arrangement in
our Ms; though on this point it is necessary to speak with reserve,
until all the mMss have been examined. These facts show that the

1 This is the Ridley MS, from which
White printed his text, now in the
Library of New College, Oxford. It
contains the Gospels, Acts, Catholic Epis-
tles, and Pauline Epistles, as far as Heb.
xi. 27. Separate books however and
portions of books are found elsewhere;

CLEM.

e.g. Acts i. 1—r10(Catal. Cod. Syr. Bibl.
Bodl. no. 24, p. 79, Payne Smith) James,
2 Peter, 1 John (Catal. of Syr. Marnusc.
in the Brit. Mus. no. cxxi. p. 76, Wright);
2 Peter, 2, 3 John, Jude, in an Amsterdam
MS. (see above, p. 15); besides lessons
scattered about in different lectionaries.

16
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Clementine Epistles must have been a later addition to the Harélean
New Testament. What may have been their history I shall not venture
to speculate, but leave the question to Mr Bensly for further discussion.
I will only add that the Syriac quotations from these epistles found
. elsewhere (see above, pp. 185 sq., 200 sq.) are quite independent of
thig version, and sometimes even imply a different Greek text. This
fact however does not help us much; for they occur in collections of
extracts, which we should expect to be translated, wholly or in part,
directly from the Greek.

As a rendering of the Greek, this version is (with notable exceptions
which will be specified hereafter) conscientious and faithful. The trans-
lator has made it his business to reproduce every word of the original.
Even the insignificant connecting particle re is faithfully represented by
dua. The several tenses too are carefully observed, so far as the lan-
guage admitted: e.g. an imperfect is distinguished from a strictly past
tense. To this accuracy however the capabilities of the Syriac language
place a limit. Thus it has no means of distinguishing an aorist from a
perfect (e.g. § 25 TeAevrjoavros Or Terelevrykdros, § 40 wpooTeraypuévos
or mpoorayeiot), or a future tense from a conjunctive mood (e.g. § 16 7¢
wovjoopev or v{ wovjowper). And again in the infinitive and conjunc-
tive moods it is powerless to express the several tenses (e.g. § 1 SAao-
dnpnbivar and Pracdypeiobar, § 13 ormpifoper and orypifuper).

So far it is trustworthy. But on the other hand, it has some charac-
teristics which detract from its value as an authority for the Greek text,
and for which allowance must be made.

(i) 1Ithasa tendency to run into paraphrase in the translation of
individual words and expressions. This tendency most commonly takes
the form of double renderings for a word, more especially in the case of
compounds. Examples of this phenomenon are: § 1 wepurrdoes
lapsus et damna; § 6 waboboas patientes et tolerantes; § 15 pel vmwoxpl-
oews cum assumplione personarum et illusione; § 19 &wavodpdpwper cur-
ramus denuo (et) revertamus, drevioopey videamus et contemplemur; § 20
16v dedoypariopévov v’ avrob gue visa sunt Deo ¢t decreta sunt ab illo,
wapexPaiver exit aut transgreditur, Suéralev mandavit el ordinavit; § 23
wapddofov gloriosum et stupendum, dvazpepopevos nutritus et adullus, yev-
valos fortis et firmus; § 27 dvalwmvpnodre inflammetur denuo et re-
" movetur; § 30 opdvowav consensum e paritatem animi; § 34 wapepévovs
solutos et laxos, xaravorjoepey contemplemur et videamus; § 44 ENhoyipwyv
peritorum et sapientium (a misunderstanding of é\Adyrpos, which is re-
peated in § 62); § 50 Pavepwbijoovrar revelabuntur et cognoscentur;
§ 58 Vmaxobowpev audiamus e respondeamus ; § 59 dpxeyovov caput (prin-
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cipium) et creatorem; ii. § 2 6 Nads Hpév congregatio nosira ef populus,
orepilew sustentaret et stabilivet; § 4 dwofak\i educam et proficiam jforas ;
§ 11 dvdyrou stulti et expertes mente; § 13 peravofoavres Yuxiis
reverlentes & ex corde panitentes (comp. § 15), Gavpdlovow obstupescunt
¢ admirantur; § 14 eierrixdv ideam et weritatem; § 18 Tév etxapro-
Tolvray eorum gui confitentur o accipiunt gratiam (gratias agunt) ;
§ 19 dyavaxrGper cruciemur et murmuremus; with many others. Some-
times however the love of paraphrase transgresses these limits and
tuns into great excesses: e.g. § 21 my Awrorarrey ypds dme tov
Oehjuaros uirod sne rebellantes et deseremtes ovdinem Saciamus aliguid
extra voluntatem gus; § 53 dvumepBhijrov exaltatae v super quam nown est
transire; § 55 woMol Paci\els «ai ryodueror oyuxod Twos dvordvros
Kawpol mulli reges of magnales de principibus Lopulorum siquando tempus
afffictionis aut famis alicuus instaret populo ; ii. § 3 wapaxobew adrod rov
évrolalv negligemus et spernemus mandata eus dum remisse agimus neque.
Jacimus ea (comp. § 6, where dv wapaxcicwper ¥év oGy adrod is
translated s/ avertimus auditum nostrum a mandatis Yus o spesnimus ea);
with many other instances besides,

(i) The characteristic which has been mentioned arose from the
desire to do full justice to the Greek. The peculiarity, of which I have
now to speak, is a concession to the demands of the Syriac. The trans-
lation not unfrequently transposes the order of words connected toge-

ther: e.g. § 30 ramewodppocivy xal mpatirys ; § 36 dpopov xal vreprdryy,
dodveros kal doxorwpuéry. This transposition is most commonly found
where the first word is incapable of a simple rendering in Syriac, so that
several words are required in the translation, and it is advisable therefore
to throw it to the end in order to avoid an ambiguous or confused
syntax (the Syriac having no case-endings). Thus in the instances.
given rawewodpoavvy is Aumilitas cogitationis, and dpwpos, dovveros, are
respectively guz sine labe, que sine intellects.  Where no such reason for
a transposition exists, it may be inferred that the variation represents a
different order in the Greek: e. 8 § X2 ¢ 7pdpos kal ¢ Pdfos, § 18 7d
Xel\y...xal 70 ordpa, ii. § 15 dydngs xal wlorews, il § 17 mpocéxew xal
mwrelav. Sometimes this transposition occurs in conjunction with a
double or periphrastic rendering, and a very considerable departure
from the Greek is thus produced : e. & § 19 Tais peyadomperéou xai vrep-
BaMoloass adiob Swpeais donis ejus abundantibus e excelsis et magnis
decore; § 64 (58) 10 peyalompenss kal dywv Svopa adrob nomen eus sanc-
tum et decens in magnitudine et Sloriosum.,

To the demands of the language also must be ascribed the constant
repetition of the preposition before several connected nouns in the

16—2
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Syriac, where it occurs only before the first in the Greek. The absence
of case-endings suggested this repetition for the sake of distinctness.

In using the Syriac Version as an authority for the Greek text, these
facts must be borne in mind. In recording its readings therefore all
such variations as arise from the exigencies of translation or the pecu-
liarities of this particular version will be passed over as valueless for my
purpose. Nor again will it be necessary to mention cases where the
divergence arises simply from the pointing of the Syriac, the form of the
letters being the same: as e.g. the insertion or omission of the sign of
the plural, 776u. A more remarkable example is § 39, where we have

oo o

338 %Hyov in place of r<Ras. maldwr. Experience shows that
even the best Syriac Mss cannot be trusted in the matter of pointing.
In all cases where there is any degree of likelihood that the divergence
in the Syriac represents a different reading, the variation will be men-
tioned, but not otherwise. Throughout the greater part of the epistles,
where we have two distinct authorities (A and C) besides, these instances
will be very rare. In the newly recovered portion on the other hand,
where A fails us, they are necessarily more frequent; and here I have
been careful to record any case which is at all doubtful.

Passing from the version itself to the Greek text, on which it was
founded, we observe the following facts :

() It most frequently coincides with A, where A differs from C.
The following are some of the more significant examples in the
genuine Epistle: § 1 yuiv...mepimrdocas A'S, xaf quiv...wepiordoes
C; §2ocias AS, fcias C; ib. per’ E\eods (ehatovs) AS, pera Séovs C;
. oefaouip AS, oefacpwrdry C; § 4 PBaoiéus "Iopajh AS, om.
C;§5 ¢fdvov AS, uw C; § 6 xaréorpefev A S, xaréoxape C; § 7
& ydp AS, xal ydp & C; §8 dudv AS, 70d Aaod pov C; §9 8 7
Aerovpyias AS, & 7)) Aarovpyls C; § 10 76 ®eg AS, om. C; § 13 s
xpivere x.r.\., where AS preserve the same order of the clauses against
C; §14 &uw AS (so doubtless S originally, but it is made &ecs by the
diacritic points), aipéoeis C ; § 15 éyedoarro AS, &efav C; § 19 7ds mpo
pdv yeveds PBedriovs AS, Tots wpo fudv Bekriovs C; § 23 mpdrov piv
¢vMlopoet AS, om. C; § 25 émurrds AS, om. C; § 28 wapds AS, Bha-
Bepas C; 1. ixel 1) Sefud oov AS, 0¥ &el  C; § 30 dwd 708 Beod AS, 700
@cod C; 7. ayabijs AS, om. C; #b. mwé 10b @eod AS, om. C; § 32 84y
AS, rafe C; § 33 movjowpey AS, épotpev C; § 34 7 krious AS, 4 v C;
§ 35 ¢ Snuwvpyds xal wamjp x.r.X. AS, where C has a different order;
#b. 1d eddpeora Kal ebmpdodexra airg AS, rd dyefd xal eldperra adrd xal
ebmpdodexta C ; § 39 dppoves xal dodveror k.7.X. AS, where C transposes
and omits words; § 43 adrds AS, atros C; § 47 adrod [re] xai Kyod
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x.r.\., where the order of the names is the same in AS, but different in
C; ib. pepaprvpypuévors...dedoxipaouéry wap adrols AS, Sedoxipacuévos...
pepaprvppéve wap’ atrdy C; b, dywyis AS, dydmys C; § 51 Oepdmovra
700 @eot AS, dvfpumov Tod @cob C ; . Alybmrov AS, adrod C; §53
Oepdmav AS, Seamorys C; § 55 vmodelypara AS, vwouvijpara C: § 56
dixatos AS, Kipios C; § 65 (59) xal 8 adrod AS, 8¢ atrov C. The so-
called Second Epistle furnishes the following examples among others:
§ 1 mpot AS, mornpol C; § 3 xal ov mpooxvvotper abrois AS, om. C; 5.
1 mpos adrov AS, for which C substitutes s dAqfelas; § 9 mvelpa AS,
Aéyos C (see p. 227) ; § 10 dwddavow, dwéravars AS, dvdravow, dvdraveis
C; § 11 perd ravra AS, elra C.

(ii) On the other hand there are some passages, though com-
paratively few, in which S agrees with C against A. Examples
of these are: § 2 700 Xpiorod CS, 700 @l A; § 3 s xap-
dlas adrov CS, om. A; § 4 dpxorra xol dwaomy CS, kpuriy 7 8-
xaomv A; § 8 yuxis CS, xapdlas A; § 12 19 émdeyopém wépry CS,
7 wépry A; ib. vy yiv CS, mv [w6]\v A; #b. om...xat CS, om. A;
§ 15 dud Totre CS, om. A; § 21 ouyfs CS, durijs A; . dvaper CS,
avelet A ; § 22 Tov 8¢ e\wi{ovra CS, rods 8¢ A\nilovras A ; § 25 éyyavira
CS, yewvaraw A ; § 33 mpoerotudoas CS, mpodypiovpyijoas A ; § 34 morel-
ovras, CS, om. A ; 7. & opbaduos CS, dpfarpos A ; 5. Kipios CS, om. A ;
ib. dyowdow CS, twopévovew A ; § 35 did ordpares CS, émi oroparos A ;
§ 38 mpeeiro CS, where A has pyrppelero; 7. the words [fro] xal
omitted in CS, but found in A ; § 40 8édorar CS, 8élerar A ; § 41 edapeo-
relro CS, elxapioreiro A; § 52 Alydmre CS, yj Alyvwrov A; § 56 Ay
CS, &\eos (ehatos) A. 'In the Second Epistk: the examples of importance
are very few: e. -g- §8 1ro:.1,o‘y (rotn) oxetos 7als Xepoiv avrod Kxai Siwa-
arpadf) CS, o) oxebos xai év 7als xtpa'w avrod dworpady A b, dmo-
MdfByre CS, dmordfBupnev A.

Of these readings, in which. CS are arrayed together against A, it
will be seen that some condemn themselves by their harmonistic
tendency (8§ 4, 22, 34, 35); others are suspicious as doctrinal changes
(§ 12 émheyouérn); others are grammatical emendations of corrupt texts
(§ 38), or substitutions of easier for harder expressions (§ 12 ort...xal,
21 dvapel); others are clerical errors, either certainly (§ 40) or pro-
bably (§ 41) : while in the case of a few others it would be difficult from
internal evidence to give the preference to one reading over the other
(8§ 25,33, 52). There are only three places, I think, in the above list, in
which it can be said that CS are certainly right against A. In two of
these (8§ 3, 34 moredorras) some words have been accidentally omitted
in A ; while the third (§ 21 ovygs for ¢uwris) admits no such explanation.
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(iii) The independence of S, as a witness, will have appeared
from the facts already stated. But it will be still more manifest
from another class of examples, where S stands alone and either cer-
tainly or probably or possibly preserves the right reading, though
in some cases at least no ingenuity of the transcriber could have
supplied it. Such instances are: § 7 7§ warpt avrod, where C has r¢
warpl qurod 7¢ @eg, and, A apparently ¢ ®cg [ral marp]l avrov; § 15
where S supplies the words omitted by homceoteleuton in AC, but in a
way which no editor has anticipated; § 18 &aly for Aéee (Awe), but
this is perhaps a scribe’s. correction, ;, § 22 woXdal af OAdes x.7.\. supplied
in S, but omitted by AC because two successive sentences begin with
the same words: § 35, 8id wiorews S, where A has wiorews and € mords;
§ 36 eis 10 ¢pds where AC insert Gavpaeror [avrod} in accordance with
1 Pet. ii. 9; § 43 woadres kal ras @ipas, where AC read pafBSovs to the
injury of the sense, and some editors emend doaiTws s kel rds pdBSovs,
stilk leaving a very awkward statement ; § 46 woAeuds (wékewol) re, where
S adds. xed paxa, an addition which the connecting particles seem ta
suggest, though it may have come from Jamesiv. 1; . &va Tév éhexran
pov Sworpéfas, where AC have &va Tdv puxpdv pov- gxordalioas, though,
(for reasons which I have stated in the addenda) I cannot dqubt that
S preserves; the original reading ; § 48 va...dfopoloyjowpar, where: A has,
ééopodoypjowpar (without iva) and C. éopoloyjoopar; ii § 1 of drovorres us
wepl pukpdv [duaprdvovow, kal fueis] duaprdvopey, where the words in
brackets; are omitted in AC owing to the same cause which has led
to the omissions in §§ 15, 22; i § 3, where S alone omits. éxdmov 76K
dvfpdrev- and pov, which are probably harmenistic additions in A€,
i § 7 Géwpev, where AC have the corrupt Oduev. These facts show that
we must go farther back than the common progenitor of A and € for the
archetype of our three authorities.

_ But beside these independent readings S: exhibits other peculiarities,
which are not to its credit.,

(i) The Greek text, fiom which the translation was made, must
have: been disfigured by not a few- errors; e.g. § 2 éxdvres for dxovres,
idlg for Wia ; § 8. elwww for elwov; § 9 Tehelovs, for Tekeiws; § 11 xplow (?)
for- xoMaow ;. § 14 @elov (Beion) for Sowov (ocion); § 17 dreviow (7) for
drevifwr ; § 20 dixawdoa for Swouajoer, diud for dixa, dvepol re arabuiv (?)
for dvépwy e aralpual, cvljpers (7) for owvekaioas ; §21 felws (Be10xc). for
daiws (ocic) ; § 24 roypudTas vukrds avioraras fuépas. (?) for xoypdrar 7 vé
avicraras 1 pépa, Enpav Stadveras for Enpd kai yvuvd Swuderar; § 33. éxot-
wijbnoay for éxooprilfnoay ; § 35 vrominrovra for vmémurrer (Vrowinrel) mdvra
(some letters having dropped out); § 36 did Totzo for did revrov several



THE DOCUMENTS. 243

times, favdrov for 7js dfavdrov (the s having been absorbed in the
termination of the preceding Seoworys); § 37 Umapxor (?) for &mapxor;
§ 39 xabatpérys (?) for xabapds, &reoov abdrod for &rawrev adrods ; § 40 idlois
Tomoes for ﬁws[&]févros; § 42 xevds for xawds; § 45 papdv, ddikev for
peapov, dducov ; § 50 € pyj add. & dydmy from just below ; § 51 8¢ éavrdv
omitted, thus blendmg the two sentences together; § 59 dvfpdmuy
(avev) for Bviv, eperyy for cvepyemv, emafpmln)az for €1r¢¢av170l., dofe-
veis (?) for doeBeis; § 60 xpnords for mords; § 62 § 8 Sv for v,
Bee pév for 7depev; ii. § 2 7d wpos inserted before rds wpooevyds
(rampocTactipoc-) ; § 5 wapowuiav for wapowiav, orjaay (?) for wovjoarras ;
§ 6 olroe for [of Tot]obroe [3ixaco], the letters in brackets having been
omitted ; § 9 é\fe (7Afe) for e\[eioer]fe, again by the dropping of some
letters ; § 10 1p080‘mv for 7rpoo&mropor, perhaps owing to a similar muti-
lation; § 11 morelowper Sid 70 deiv for SovAedowper Sid rob pif; § 16
rare’pa Sexdpevov for mapadexdpevor (mipa for mapa-) ; § 17 mpocevxspevor
for mpoaepxdp.evor (), €idores for i8dvres ; § 19 Tpudrirovow for Tpvyrjcovow.
There are oceasionally also omissions, owing to the recurrence of the
same sequence of letters, homceoteleuton, etc. : e.g. § 12 xai é\xilovaw (?),
§ 14 ol 8¢ mapavopoivres x.7.\., § 58 Kal wpoordypara, § 59 Tods Taweawods
A\éyoov, ii. 6 xal- plopdy; but this is not a common form of error in S.
(i) Again S freely introduces glosses and explanations. These
may have been derived from the Greek Ms used, or they may have been
introduced by the translator himself. They are numerous, and the
following will serve as examples: § 10 Tovs dorépas, add. To? odpavod ;.
§ 19 703 @eod for adrot, God not having beem mentioned before in the
same sentence; § 25 7ob xpovov, add. mjs {wijs; 2b. ol iepels explained of
ijs Alydarov; § 42 mapayyelias odv AaBdvres, add. of dwdorodor; § 43 rav
¢vAav, add. wacdv Tob "Topag) ; § 44 Ty dvdlvew, add. Ty &Béde; § 51
¢6Bov; add. 708 @eod ; § 62 témov, add. Tijs ypagijs; § 63 popov, add. xal
axavddlov ; ii § 6 dvdravaw, add. Ty éxel; . 10 Bdrriopa, add. & EAdfo-
pev; § 8 Balely, followed by a long explanatory gloss ; 7. éfopolopjoac-
Oou, add. wepl TGy dpapridy 5 § 9 exdAesev, add. dv & T oapxl; § 12 ¥md
Twos, add. Tév droarddwy ; § 13 70 dvopa, add. Tod Kvpiov in one place and
70b Xpurrod in another; § 14 & 7ijs ypadijs Tijs Aeyovoys, altered into ex
iis de quibus scriptum est; ib. v¢ BBMa, add. Tév mpodyrdv ; 7b. 6 Ingods
7péy, an explanatory clause added; § 17 &ovray, add. & dyeludoe;
§ 19 Tov dvaywdokovra & Yuty, add. 7d Adywa (Or Tods Adyous) Tov @eod.
(iii) Again: we see the hand of an emender where the original text
seemed unsatisfactory or had been already corrupted ; e.g.§ 14 éelpmoa
7ov Témov K.1T.\., altered to agree with the LxxX; § 16 s peyalwoivns
omitted; 5. wdvras avfpamovs substituted for 7o €ldos 7dv dvfpimav,
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in accordance with another reading of the Lxx; § 17 xaxod changed
into wovnpod wpdypartos, in accordance with the LxxX ; § 2o d substituted
for tovs...uaovs, the metaphor not being understood by or not pleasing
the corrector; § 21 7od ¢6Bov omitted ; § 30 “Ayla substituted for *Ayiov,
the latter not being understood ; § 33 xard Swdvoiav omitted for the same
reason ; § 35 e omitted, and 7ds duaprias gov substituted, in accordance
with a more intelligible but false text of the Lxx; § 38 the omission of
pn before mpeleirw, and of [frw] xai before un dAalovevéohw (see above
p. 228 5q.); § 40 the omission of émrehelofar xai (see p. 245); § 44 énl
Soxtpafv, an emendation of the corrupt émdopsiv; § 45 7dv py) dvyxdrrow,
the insertion of the negative (see the addenda); . the insertion of
d\\d before vmo mapavépwv and vmé Tdv puopov (mapdv) x.r.A., for
the sake of symmetry; § 59 the alteration of pronouns and the in-
sertion of words at the beginning of the prayer, so as to mend a
mutilated text (see below p. 246) ; § 62 the omission of eis before &vdpe-
Tov Blov, and other changes, for the same reason ; ii § 3 éreira 82 &7t sub-
stituted for dAAa, to supply an antithesis to mpérov pév; § 4 dyawdy [rods
wAnoiov us] éavrovs, the words in brackets being inserted because the
reciprocal sense of éavrovs was overlooked; § 12 adrob for 7ob @eob,
besause rob @¢od has occurred immediately before ; § 13 the substitution
of 7uds... Aéyopev for duds...BovAopar, from not understanding that the
words are put into the mouth of God Himself; § 14 the omission of dr,
to mend a mutilated text; § 17 the omission of & 7 'Incod owing
to its awkwardness.

There are also from time to time other insertions, omissions, and
alterations in S, which cannot be classed under any of these heads. The
doxologies more especially are tampered with,

In such cases, it is not always easy to say whether the emenda-
tion or gloss was. due to the Syrian tyanslator himself, or to some earlier
Greek transcriber or reader. In one instance at all events the gloss
distinctly proceeds from the Syrian translator, or a Syrian scribe: § 1,
where the Greek word ordous is adopted with the explanation /oc autem
est tumultus. This one example suggests. that a Syrian hand may have
been at work more largely elsewhere.

THE inferences which I draw from the above facts are the following:

(1) In A, C, S, we have three distinct authorities for the text.
Each has its characteristic errors, and each preserves the genuine text in
some passages, where the other two are corrupt.

(2) The stream must be traced back to a very remote antiquity
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before we arrive at the common progenitor of our three authorities.
This follows from their mutual relations. :

(3) Of our three authorities A (if we set aside merely clerical errors,
in which it abounds) is by far the most trustworthy. The instances are
very rare (probably not one in ten), where it stands alone against the
combined force of CS. Even in these instances internal considerations
frequently show that its reading must be accepted notwithstanding.

Its vast superiority is further shown by the entire absence of what
I may call ##iary readings, while both C and S furnish many examples
of these.  Such are the following. In§ 8 (1) SiekeyxfGuev the original
reading; (2) [S]eexfdper A, its corruption; (3) Swahexfipuev CS, the
corruption emended. In § 15 (1) "Alada x.7.A. S, the full text; (2)
some words omitted owing to homceoteleuton, A; (3) the grammar of
the text thus mutilated has been patched up in C by substituting yAdooa
for yAdooav, and making other changes. In § 21 (1) els xpina wiow
piv A; (2) els xpipara ovv 7juiv C, an accidental corruption; (3) eis
kptpara (or xpipa) 7ipiv S, the odv being discarded as superfluous. In
§ 30 "Aylov olv pepis A ; (2) ‘Ayia obv pepis S, a corruption or emenda-
tion; (3) "Aywa odv pépny C, a still further corruption or emendation.
In § 35 (1) the original reading 8id wiorews S; (2) wiorews A, the
preposition being accidentally dropped ; (3) the emendation =wrds C.
In § 38 (1) w1 drueleira, the original reading ; (2) u) Typeleirw (written
apparently wyrppedero) A, the a being accidentally dropped ; (3) myue-
Aeito CS, the pa) being omitted to restore the balance, because the words
now gave the opposite sense to that which was required. In §39 &rawer
avrods C, or &recev abrovs, as by a common itacism it is written in A;
(2) &reoev adrod, the final o being lost in the initial o of the following'
anras; (3) érecov adrod S, a necessary emendation, since a plurality of
persons is mentioned in the context. In § 40 (1) émperds érreXeiofas
xai ovx eua; .yiveafar, presumably the original text; (2) émreAeéiofar xal
ovk eikij...ylveafar AC, the word émpedds being accidentally omitted
owing to the similar beginnings of successive words; (3) ovk elxj...
yiveafar S, the words émreleiofar xal being deliberately dropped, be-
cause they have now become meaningless. In § 44 () the original
reading, presumably émwponjv; (2) the first corruption émwepajy A; (3)
the second corruption ¢m80,uyv C; (4) the eorrection émi doxypsjv S. In
§ 45 (1) the original reading 7dv piapév xai adicov LjAov avehndsrwv C;
(2) T6v pap@v xal dduwov {fjAov dvednddrwv A, an aecidental error ;
(3) Tév papdy kol ddikwv {ijAov dveyddrov S, where the error is con-
sistently followed up. In § 48 (1) va eloeNGov...éfopodopjowpar S with
Clem. Alex.; (2) elveAfov...éfopodoyrjowpar A, iva being accidentally
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dropped ; (3) elceNduv...éfopoloyjoopas C, an emendation suggested by
the omission. In § 59, where A is wanting, (1) the original text, pre-
sumably Sropmres mowos. [ASs yuly, Kipie,] éXrife éxi 70...0vopd oov
x.7.\; (2) the words in brackets are dropped out and the connexion
then becomes éxdAerev 7pds. ..els érlyvwow 8oéns ovdparos adrod, iNailew
éri 70...0vopd dov, as in C, where the sudden transition from the third
to the second person is not accounted for; (3) this is remedied in S
by substituting avrod for cov and making similar alterations for several
lines, till at length by inserting the words ‘we will say’ a transition to
the second person is effected. In § 62 in like manmer (1) the original
text had presumably els dvaperov Biov...8ievtiver [mjv wopelav abriv];
(2) the words in brackets were omitted, as in C; (3) a still further
omission of els was made, in order to supply an objective case to
Sievbray, asin S; In it § 1 (1) wolor otw C; (2) wowow A, a corruption ;
(3) wotov S. Im ii. § 14 (1) the original reading, presumably dre ra
BPXéa.. Ty ixxdyoiay ob viv evac...[Aéyovow, Sjdov]; (2) the words in
brackets are accidentally omitted, as in C; (3) this necessitates further
omission and insertion to set the grammar straight, as in S. In some of
these examples my interpretation of the facts may be disputed ; but the
general inference, if I mistake not, is' unquestionable..

 The scribe of A was no mean penman, but he put no mind into his
work. Hence in his case, we are spared that bane of ancient texts, the
spurious criticism of transcribers. With the exception of one or two
harmonistic changes in quotations, the single instance wearing the
appearance of a deliberate alteration, which I have noticed in A, is
vis puwijs for 7is owjs (§ 21); and even this might have been made.
almost mechanically, as the words 70 émexés 79)s yXdoans occur im-
mediately before.

(4) Of the two. inferior aathorities S is much miore valuable than C
for correcting A. While C alone corrects A in one passage only of any
moment (§ z perd déovs for per’ é\éovs), S alone corrects it in several.
. In itself S is both better and weorse than €. It is made up of two.
elements, one very ancient and good, the other debased and probably
recent : whereas. C preserves a fairly uniform standard throughout.

(5): From the fact that A shares both genuine and corrupt readings.
with C,.C with S, and S with A, which: are:not found in the third authority,.
it follows that one or more of our three authorities must give a mixed
text. It cannot have Deen derived by simple transcription from the
archetype- in. a direct line, but at some point or other a scribe must-
have introduced readings of collateral authorities, either from memory
ar by reference to mss. This phenomenon we find on the largest scale in
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the Greek Testament ; but, wherever it occurs, it implies a considerable
" circulation of the writing in question.

(6) We have now materials for restoring the original text of Clement
very much. better than in the case of any ancient Greek author, ex-
cept. the writers of the New Testament. For instance the text of a
great part of Zschylus depends practically on one Ms of the 1oth or
11th century; ie. on a single authority dating some fifteen centuries
after the tragedies were written. The oldest extant authority for Clement
on the other hand was written probably within three centuries and
a half after the work itself; and we have besides twa other independent
authorities preserving more, or less of an ancient text. ‘The youngest of
these is many centuries. nearer to the author’s date, than this single
authority for the text of Aschylus. Thus the security which this com-
bination gives for the correctness of the ultimate result is incamparably
greater than in the example alleged. Where authorities are multiplied,
variations will be multiplied also; but it is only so that the final result
can be guaranteed.,

(7) Looking at the dates and relations of our authorities. we may
be tolerably sure that, when we have reached their arehetype, we have
arrived at a. text which dates not later, er not much later, than the
close of the second century. On the other hand it:can hardly have been
much earlier. For the phenomena. of the text ave the same. in bath
epistles ; and it follows therefore, that in this archetypal Ms the so-called
Second Epistle must have been already attached to the genuine Epistle
of Clement, though not necessarily ascribed to him.

(8) But, though thus early, it does not follow that this text was in
all points correct. Some errors may have crept in already and exfsted
in this archetype, though these would probably not be numerous; e.g.
it is allowed that there is something wrong in ii. § ro ovk &rw elpeir
dvfpwmov oirwes xr.X. Among such errors I should be disposed to place
§ 6 Aavailes xat Aipxar, § 20 xpipara, § 40 the omission of émpelds before
emreletola, § 44 émwopriy, § 51 Sud Twvos TGv Tob dyvTiceypévov, and perhaps
also § 48 the omission of 7rw yopyos (since the passage is twice quoted
with these words by Clement of Alexandria), together with a few other
passages. '

And it would seem also that this text had already undergone slight
mutilations. At the end of the First Epistle we find at least three
passages where the grammar is defective in C, and seems to require the
insertion of some words; § 59 Jvdparos avrod...E\wilew &ri 7o dpxéyovov
k1.\., § 60 & wiorer kal dAnlely...vmycdovs yevopévovs, § 62 Sukalws Srevbi-
vew...ixavds émeoreihapev.  Bryennios saw, as I think correctly, that in
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all these places this faulty grammar was due to accidental omissions.
Subsequent editors have gone on another tack; they have attempted
to justify the grammar, or to set it straight by emendations of individual
words. But, to say nothing of the abrupt transitions which still remain
in the text so emended, the fresh evidence of S distinctly confirms the
view of Bryennios; for it shows that these same omissions occurred
in a previous Ms from which the text of S was derived, though in S
itself the passages have undergone some manipulations. These lacunze
therefore must have existed in the common archetype of C and S. And
I think that a highly probable explanation of them can be given. I find
that the interval between the omissions § 59, § 60, is 354 or 36 lines in
Gebhardt (377 in Hilgenfeld), while the interval between the omissions
§ 60, § 62 is 18 lines in Gebhardt (19 in Hilgenfeld). = Thus the one
interval is exactly twice the other: This points to the solution. The
archetypal Ms comprised from 17 to 18 lines of Gebhardt’s text in a:
page. It was slightly frayed or mutilated at the bottom of some pages
(though not all) towards the end of the epistle, so that words had
disappeared or were illegible. Whether these same omissions occurred
also in A, it is impossible to say ; but, judging from the general relations
of the three authorities and from another lacuna (ii. § 10 ovx & elpeiv
avfpumov olrwes k.7.\.) where the same words or letters are wanting in all
alike, we may infer that they did so occur. Other lacunz (e.g. ii. § 14
d\\d drvwfer x.7.)\.) may perhaps be explained in a similar way.
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HE discovery of the documents which I have described must

necessarily have the highest interest for students of early Chris-
tian history. Independently of the absolute value of the contents of
these newly recovered portions in themselves, no such addition has been
made to our knowledge of the earliest Christian literature for the last
two centuries. The later decades of the first half of the seventeenth
century were rich in acquisitions of this kind. The two Epistles of
Clement were first published in 1633 ; the Ignatian Epistles in  their
earlier and more authentic form in Latin by Ussher in 1644, in Greek
by Voss in 1646 ; the Epistle of Barnabas by Menard in 1645. From
that time to the present generation some accessions have been made
to the literature of the subapostolic ages, but these have been incon-
siderable compared with the treasure thus accumulated within a few
years towards the middle of the seventeenth century.

Like the period just mentioned, the last thirty years have been
rich in discoveries. During this time we have seen the publication
of the work of Hippolytus on Heresies by E. Miller in 1851, which has
thrown a flood of light on the history of the Church and the reception
of the Canon during the second century and the early years of the
third ; of the Syriac Ignatius by Cureton in 1845, and more fully in
1849, which (even though it should ultimately be accepted only as an
abridgment of the original text) is yet of the highest value for the
criticism of this early writer; of the lost ending of the Clementine
Homilies by Dressel in 1853, of which the chief interest consists in
the indisputable quotations from the Gospel of S. John ; of the Syriac
Fragments of Melito and other early Christian writers by Cureton
in 1855; of the Codex Lipsiensis and the accompanying transcript
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by Anger in 1856, and the Codex Sinaiticus by Tischendorf in
1862, thus giving for the first time the beginning of the Epistle of
Barnabas and the greater part of the Shepherd of Hermas in the
original Greek; and now at length, in 1875, of the two Epistles of
Clement complete by Bryennios, since supplemented by the discovery
of a Syriac Version of the same.

Among all these recent acquisitions the last is unique. In point
of historical importance indeed it must yield the palm to the work of
Hippolytus. But the recovery of only a few pages of Christian litera-
ture which certainly belong to the first century, together with several
others which can hardly be placed later than about the middle of the
second, must in the paucity of documents dating from this period
invest it with the highest interest. Under these circumstances, it is
not unnatural that we should endeavour to estimate the gain which
has accrued to us from the accession of this treasure.

The newly recovered portion of the first or genuine Epistle of
Clement consists, as I have said (p. 223), of about one-tenth of the
whole. It stands immediately before the final prayer, commendation of
the bearers, and benediction, which form the two brief chapters at
the close of the epistle. It contains an earnest entreaty to the Co-
rinthians to obey the injunctions contained in the letter and to heal
their unhappy schisms ; an elaborate prayer which extends over three
long chapters, commencing with an invocation and ending with an
intercession for rulers and governors; and then another appeal of some
length to the Corinthians, justifying the language of the letter and
denouncing the sin of disobedience. The subject is not such as to
admit of much historical matter; but the gain to our knowledge not-
withstanding is not inconsiderable,

1, In the first place we are enabled to understand more fully the
secret of Papal domination. This letter, it must be premised, does
not emanate from the bishop of Rome, but from the Church of Rome.
There is every reason to believe the early tradition which points to
S. Clement as its author, and yet he is not once named. The first
person plural is maintained throughout, ¢ We consider,” ¢ We have sent.’
Accordingly writers of the second century speak of it as a letter from the
community, not from the individual. Thus Dionysius, bishop of Corinth,
writing to the Romans about A D. 170, refers to it as the epistle ¢ which
you wrote to us by Clement (Euseb. A, . iv. 23)’: and Irenzus soon
afterwards similarly describes it ; “In the time of this Clement, no small
dissension having arisen among the brethren in Corinth, the Church

™
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in Rome sent a very sufficient letter to the Corinthians urging them
to peace (iii. 3.3}’ Even later than this, Clement of Alexandria calls
it in one passage ‘the Epistle of the Romans to the Corinthians’
(Strom. v. 12, p. 693), though elsewhere he ascribes it to Clement.
Still it might have been expected that somewhere towards the close
mention would have been made (though in the third person) of the
famous man who was at once the actual writer of the letter and the
chief ruler of the Church in whose name it was written. Now how-
ever that we possess the work complete, we see that his existence is
not once hinted at from beginning to end. The name and personality
of Clement are absorbed in the Church of which he is the spokesman.
This being so, it is the more instructive to observe the urgent and
almost imperious tone whick the Romans adopt in addressing their
Corinthian brethren during the closing years of the first century. They
exhort the offenders to submit ‘not to them, but to the will of God’
(§ 56). “Receive our counsel,’ they write again, ‘and ye shall have no
occasion of regret’ (§ 58). Then shortly afterwards: ¢ But if certain per-
sons should be disobedient unto the words spoken by Him (i. e. by God)
through us, let them understand that they will entangle themselves in no
slight transgression and danger, but we shall be guiltless of this sin’ (§ 59)-
At a later point again they return to the subject and use still stronger
language ; ¢ Ye will give us great joy and gladness, if ye render obedience
unto the things written by us through the Holy Spirit, and root out
the unrighteous anger of your jealousy, according to the entreaty which
we have made for peace and concord in this letter; and we have also
sent unto you faithful and prudent men, that have walked among us from
youth unto old age unblameably, who shall be witnesses between you
and us. And this we have done, that ye might know, that we have had
and still have every solicitude, that ye may speedily be at peace
(§ 63)° It may perhaps seem strange to describe this noble remon-
strance as the first step towards papal aggression. And yet undoubt-
edly this is the case. There is all the difference in the world between
the attitude of Rome towards other Churches at the close of the first
century, when the Romans as a community remonstrate on terms of
equality with the Corinthians on their irregularities, strong only in the
righteousness of their cause, and feeling, as they had a right to feel,
that these counsels of peace were the dictation of the Holy Spirit, and
its attitude at the close of the second century, when Victor the
bishop excommunicates the Churches of Asia Minor for clinging to
a usage in regard to the celebration of Easter which had been handed
down to them from the Apostles, and thus foments instead of healing

CLEM. 17
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dissensions ‘(EUseb. H. E.v. 23, 24). Even this second stage has
carried the power of Rome only a very small step in advance towards
the pretensions of & Hildebrand or an Innocent or a Boniface,
or even of a Leo: but it is nevertheless a decided step. The sub-
stitution of the bishop of Rome for the Church of Rome is an all
important point. The later Roman theory supposes that the Church
of Rome derives all its authority from the bishop of Rome, as the
successor of S. Peter. History inverts this relation and shows that,
as a matter of fact, the power of the bishop of Rome was built upon
the power of the Church of Rome. It was originally a primacy, not
of the Episcopate, but of the Church. The position of the Roman
Church, which this newly recovered ending of Clement’s Epistle throws
out in such strong relief, accords entirely with the notices in other
early documents. A very few years later—from ten to twenty—Ignatius
writes to Rome. He is a staunch advocate of episcopacy. Of his
six remaining letters, one is addressed to a bishop as bishop; and the
other five all enforce the duty of the Churches whom he addresses to-
their respective bishops. Yet in the letter to the Church of Rome
there is not the faintest allusion to the episcopal office from first to
last. He entreats the Roman Christians not to intercede and thus
by obtaining a pardon or commutation of sentence to rob him of the
crown of martyrdom. In the course of his entreaty he uses words
which doubtless refer in part to Clement’s Epistle, and which the newly
recovered ending enables us to appreciate more fully ; ¢ Ye never yet,’
he writes, ‘envied any one, i.e. grudged him the glory of a consistent
course of endurance and self-sacrifice, ‘ ye were the teachers of others
(od3émore éBaordvare obdevi* dAhovs d8iddfare, § 3). They would therefore
be inconsistent with their former selves, he implies, if in his own case-
they departed from those counsels of self-renunciation and patience
which they had urged so strongly on the Corinthians and others. But,
though Clement’s letter is apparently in his mind, there is no mention
of Clement or Clement’s successor throughout. Yet at the same
time he assigns a primacy to Rome. The Church is addressed in the
opening salutation as ‘she who hath the presidency (wpoxdfnyrar) in the
place of the region of the Romans.” But immediately afterwards the
nature of this supremacy is defined. The presidency of this Church
is declared to be a presidency of love (mpokabnpém vijs dydmys). This
then was the original primacy of Rome—a primacy not of the bishop
but of the whole Church, a primacy not of official authority but of
practical goodness, backed however by the prestige and the advantages
which were necessarily enjoyed by the Church of the metropolis. The




TO THE CORINTHIANS. 255
reserve of €lement in his epistle harmonizes also with the very modest
estimate of his dignity implied in the language of one who appears to’
have been a younger contemporary, but who wrote (if tradition can be
trusted) at a somewhat later date. Thou shalt therefore, says the heavenly
Shepherd to Hermas, ¢write two little books,’ i.e. copies of this work
containing the revelation, ‘and thou shalt send one to Clement and
one to Grapte. So Clement shall send it to the cities abroad, for this
charge is committed unto him, and Grapte shall instruct the widows and
the orphans ; while thou shalt read it to this city together with the pres-
byters who preside over the Church (Herm. Vis. ii. 4)’ And so it
remains till the close of the second century. When, some seventy years
later than the date of our epistle, a second letter is written from Rome
to Corinth during the episcopate of Soter (about A.p. 165—175), it
is still written in the name of the Church, not the bishop, of Rome;
and as such is acknowledged by Dionysius of Corinth. ¢Weé have
read your letter’ (Judv mjv émorolhijv), he writes in reply to the
Romans. At the same time he bears a noble testimony to that moral
ascendency of the early Roman Church which was the historical
foundation of its primacy; ‘This hath been your practice from the
beginning ; to- do good to all the brethren in the various ways, and
to send supplies (ép6dwa) to many Churches in divers cities, in one
place recruiting the poverty of those that are in want, in another
assisting brethren that are in the mines by the supplies that ye have
been in the habit of sending to them from the first, thus keeping up,
as becometh Romans, a hereditary practice of Romans, which your
blessed bishop Soter hath not only maintained, but also advanced,’ with
more to the same effect’.

2. Another point of special interest in the newly recovered portion
of Clement’s Epistle is the link of connexion which it supplies with
the earlier history of the Roman Church. In the close of the epistle
mention is made of the bearers of the letter, two Romans, Claudius
~ Ephebus and Valerius Bito, who are sent to Corinth with Fortunatus—

1 Euseb. A. E. iv. 23. Harnack (p.
xxix, ed. 2) says that this letter of Dio-
nysius ‘non Soteris tempore sed paullo
post Soteris mortem (175—180) Romam
missa esse videtur.” I see nothing in
the passage which suggests this infer-
ence. On the contrary the perfect tenses
(Scarerfpykev, émnbénkev), used in pre-
ference to aorists, seem to imply that he
was living. The epithet paxdpos, applied

to Soter, confessedly proves nothing :
for it was used at this time and later not
less of the living than of the dead (e. g.
Alexander in Euseb, A. E. vi. 11). Eu-
sebius himself, who had the whole letter
before him, seems certainly to have sup-
posed that Soter was living, for he speaks
of it as émoroNy)... émokdwyw T TéTE
Zwrijpe wpoowyoiaa.

17—2
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the last mentioned being apparently a Corinthian (though ‘this is not
clear), and perhaps the same who is named in S. Paul’s First Epistle
(xvi. 17). In the newly discovered portion these delegates are de-
scribed in the words which I have already quoted, as ‘faithful and
prudent men who have walked among us from youth unto old age un-
blameably (dvdpas mirros kal oddpovas dwo vesryros dvaorpadévras fus
yijpovs dpuépmros é&v uiv)’ Now the date of this epistle, as deter-
" mined by internal and external evidence alike, is somewhere about the
year 95; and, as old age could hardly be predicated of men under
sixty at least, these persons must have been born about the year 35
or earlier. Thus they would be close upon thirty years of age when
S. Paul first visited Rome (A.D. 61—63). They must therefore have
had a direct personal knowledge of the relations between the two
Apostles S. Peter and S. Paul (supposing that S. Peter also visited
the metropolis, as I do not doubt that he did), and of the early his-
tory of the Roman Church generally; for the description obviously
implies that they had been brought up in the Christian faith from
their youth. If we couple this notice with the fact that jn an earlier
passage of the epistle these two Apostles are held up together as the
two great examples for the imitation of the Christian, we see a new
difficulty in the way of the Tiibingen theory, which is founded on the
hypothesis of a direct antagonism between the teaching of the two
Apostles, and supposes an entire dislocation and discontinuity in the
early history of the Christian Church, more especially of the Church
of Rome. To this theory the Epistle of Clement, the one authentic
document which has the closest bearing on the subject, gives a decided
negative.

3. But the notice of these persons also suggests some remarks on
the personnel of this epistle.

Strange as it may appear, every fresh investigation seems to point
more definitely to the conclusion that a chief stronghold of Christianity
in Rome during the earliest ages was the imperial palace itself. The
passage in S. Paul’s Epistle to the Philippians (iv. 22) will be remem-
bered at once. The members of ‘Ceaesars household’ are the only
Roman Christians singled out specially as sending salutations to their
Philippian brethren. I have endeavoured to show elsewhere that these
were apparently no recent converts, but that the long list of salutations in
the Epistle to the Romans probably contains some names of slaves or
freedmen belonging to the palace of the Cesars (Philippians p. 169 sq.).
It has also been pointed out in an earlier part of the present work (p.
170) that the names of these two delegates mentioned by S. Clement,
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Claudius and Valerius, suggest some connexion with the imperial house-
hold. This becomes still more probable, now that we know them to
have been old men in the closing years of the first century. On the
supposition that they were freedmen or children of freedmen, they would
probably have obtained their names somewhere about the time when a
Claudius was seated on the imperial throne with a Valeria as his con-
sort (A.D. 41—48). Thus, when S. Paul wrote from Rome to Philippi
(about A.D. 62), they would be young men in the prime of life ; their
consistent course would mark them out as the future hope of the
Church in Rome; they could hardly be unknown to the Apostle; and
their names (among many others) would be present to his mind when
he dictated the words, ¢ They that are of Cesar’s household salute you.’

But, if we see ground for assigning the bearers of Clement’s letter
to.the imperial household, there is at least equal reason for inferring
such a connexion in the case of the writer himself. The Neronian per-
secution, whatever else it had done, had not permanently checked
the progress of the Gospel either in Rome’ at large or within the
precincts of the imperial household. If Christianity was strong in
the palace under the Claudian dynasty, its strength had increased
manifold under the Flavian. The ¢deadly superstition,’ no longer
content with the slaves, freedmen, and retainers of the Cesars, had
laid hands on the Ceasars themselves. I have discussed elsewhere
(Philigpians p. 22 sq.) the notices respecting Flavius Clemens and
Flavia Domitilla his wife. Flavius Clemens was the emperor’s cousin-
german; he was colleague of Domitian in the consulship; and his
children had been designated by Domitian as successors to the im-
perial throne ; when he was suddenly put to death by the emperor for his
profession of Christianity. Flavia Domitilla was not only allied to the
emperor by marriage : she was also his blood-relation, the daughter of
his own sister ; and, when her husband was put to death, she herself was
banished to one of the islands®,

But the evidence of the spread of Christianity in the Flavian house-
hold does not stop here. Among the early burial places of the Roman
Christians was one called the Cemeterium Domitille. This has been
identified beyond question by the investigations of de Rossi with the
catacombs of the Tor Marancia near the Ardeatine Way. With charac-
teristic patience and acuteness the eminent archzologist has traced the

1T have given reasons elsewhere for fession ; see Pkiligpians p. 22 sq. (ed. 4),
rejecting thg opinion that #wo persons of  where the divergences in the authorities
- this name, the wife and the niece of F1.  are explained.
Clemens, suffered for their Christian pro-
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early history of this cemetery ; and it throws a flood of light on the
matter in question’. Inscriptions have been discovered which show that
these catacombs are situated on an estate once belonging to the Flavia
Domitilla who was banished on account of her faith. Thus one in-
scription records that the plot of ground on which the cippus stood
had been granted to P. Calvisius Philotas as the burial place of himself
and others, EX . INDVLGENTIA . FLAVIAE . DOMITILL{AE] (Orelli-Henzen
Inscr. no. §5422). Another monumental tablet is put up by one Tatia
in the name of herself and her freedmen and freedwomen. This
Tatia is described as [NV]TRIX . SEPTEM . LIB[ERORVM] . DIVI . VESPA-
s1AN[1] . [ET] . FLAVIAE . DOMITIL{LAE] . VESPASIANI . NEPTIS, and the
sepulchre is stated to be erected EIVS. BENEFICIO, i.e. by the conces-
sion of the said Flavia Domitilla, to whom the land belonged (Orelli-
Henzen Jnser. no. 5423). A third inscription runs as follows...FILIA,
FLAVIAE . DOMITILLAE......[VESPASI]JANI . NEPTIS . FECIT . GLYCERAE. L.
ET...... [POST]ERISQVE . EORVM . etc. (Cozp. Inscr. Latf. V1. no. 948)°.
This last indeed was not found on the same site with the others,
but was embedded in the pavement of the Basilica of San Clemente
in Rome : but there is some reason for thinking that it was transferred
thither at an early date with other remains from the Cemetery
of Domitilla. Even without the confirmation of this last monument
however the connexion of this Christian cemetery with the wife of
Flavius Clemens is established beyond any reasonable doubt. And
recent excavations have supplied further links of evidence. This
cemetery was approached by an above ground vestibule, which leads to
a hypogzum, and to which are attached chambers, supposed to have.
been used by the custodian of the place and by the mourners assembled
at funerals. From the architecture and the paintings de Rossi infers
that the vestibule itself belongs to the first century. Moreover the pub-
licity of the building, so unlike the obscure doorways and dark under-
ground passages which lead to other catacombs, seems to justify the belief
that it was erected under the protection of some important personage
and during a period of quiet such as intervened between the death of

1 De Rossi’s investigations will be
found in the Bulletini di Archeologia
Cristiana 1865, pp. 17 sq., 33 5Q., 41
9., 89 sq.; 1874, pp. 5 sq» 68 sq,
122 sq.; 1875, pp. 5sq., 46sq.; comp.
Roma Sotteranea 1. p. 186 sq., 266 sq.

2 The lacunz in the inscription may be
filled up in more ways than one; but

this uncertainty does not affect the main
point. It matters little for our purpose,
whether the Flavie Domitille of this in-
scription is identified with the wife of
Clemens or with her mother, the daughter
of Vespasian. The name Flavia Domi-
tilla was inherited from her grandmother,
the wife of Vespasian; Sueton. Vesgas. 3.
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Nero and the persecution of Domitian. The underground vaults and
passages contain remains which in de Rossi’s opinion point to the first
half of the second century. Here also are sepulchral memorials, which
seem to belong to the time of the Antonines, and imply a connexion
with the Flavian household. Thus one exhibits the monogram of a
FLAVILLA ; another bears the inscription. ¢pA . caBeINOC . KAl . TITIANH.
adeAdoi ; a third, pA. TToAemaloC . TIP . KA OYAMI . KONKOpAla.  As regards
the second, it will be remembered that the father of FlL Clemens
and brother of Vespasian bore this very name T. Flavius Sabinus®;
and de Rossi therefore supposes that we have here the grave of
actual descendants (grandchildren or great grandchildren) of this Flavius
Sabinus, through his son Flavius Clemens the Christian martyr®, In
illustration of the name Titiane again, he remarks that three pre-
fects of Egypt (A.D. 126, A.D. 166, A.D. 215 or 216) bore the name
Flavius Titianus, and that the wife of the emperor Pertinax was a
Flavia Titiana. We may hesitate to accept these facts as evidence
that the persons in question were actual descendants of the imperial .
house; but if not, the names will at all events point to some
freedmen . or retainers of the family. Moreover, connected with this
same cemetery was the cultus of one S. Petronilla, who was reputed
to have been buried here, and in whose name a basilica was erected
on the spot at the close of the fourth century®. This virgin saint
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1 Borghesi (Ewvres 111 p. 3725q.) has
shown that this T. Flavius Sabinus was
prefect of the city during the Neronian
persecution. He is described as a man
of a gentle disposition (Tac. Hist. iii. 65
‘mitem virum abhorrere a sanguine et
cedibus,” and again ‘Sabinus non in-
sultans et miseranti propior,’ #. 75 ‘in-
nocentiam justitiamque ejus non argueres
...in fine vite alii segnem, multi mode-
ratum et civium sanguinis parcum cre-
didere’) ; and it is pleasant to think with
de Rossi (Bull. di Archeol. Crist. 1863,
p- 18, 1875, p. 66) that the conduct of the
Christian martyrs at this crisis gave
the first impulse towards Christianity
in his family. In the epithet ‘segnis’ we
are reminded of the description which
Suetonius (Domit, 15) gives of his son
FL Clemens, ‘contemptissima inertiz.’

For the bearing of this description on_

his Christianity see Pkilippians p. 232.

2 The two sons of FL Clemens, when
they were designated successors to the
throne, assumed the names Vespasianus
and Domitianus by order of Domitian ;
they were then little children; Sueton.
Domit. 15. We hear nothing of them'
afterwards, but on the fall of the Flavian
dynasty they would retire into private
life and probably drop their assumed
names. In A.D. 263 we read of one
Domitian, a successful general, ‘qui se.
originem diceret a Domitiano trahere
atque a Domitilla;’ Trebell. Poll. Zyr.
Trig. 13. o

8 The sarcophagus of this Petronilla
was removed from the Cemetery of
Donmitilla to the Basilica of S. Peter by-
Paul I (A.D. 757—1767). For the recent
discovery of the Basilica of S. Petro-
nilla and of another memorial of her
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was in legendary story designated the daughter of S. Peter. Some
modern critics have sought to explain this designation by a spiritual
fatherhood, just as this same Apostle speaks of his ¢son Marcus’ (1 Pet.
"~ v. 13). But the legend obviously has arisen from the similarity of
mnames, Petros, Petronilla; and thus it supposes a natural relationship.
The removal of her sarcophagus to the Vatican in the eighth century,
and the extraordinary honours there paid to her, are only explicable on
this supposition. Of this personage de Rossi has given a highly pro-
bable account!’. It had been remarked by Baronio that the name
Petronilla is connected etymologically not with Petros, but with Petro-
nius W added Petro); and de Rossi calls attention to the
fact- € Tounder of the Flavian family was one T. Flavius Petro, a
" native of Reate, the grandfather of the two brothers, T. Flavius Sabinus
the prefect of the city and T. Flavius Vespasianus the emperor®. This
Petronilla therefore, whom the later legend connects with S. Peter, may
have been some scion of the Flavian house, who, like her relations
FL. Clemens and Fl. Domitilla, became a convert to Christianity. Even
the simple fact of a conspicuous tomb bearing the name Petronilla
would have been a sufficient starting-point for the legend of her re-
lationship to S. Peter in an age when the glorification of that Apostle
was a dominant idea.

I have given an outline of the principal facts which de Rossi has
either discovered or emphasized, and of the inferences which he has
drawn from them, so far as they bear on my subject. He has also en-
‘deavoured to strengthen his position by other critical combinations;
but I have preferred to pass them .over as shadowy and precarious.
Even of those which I have given, some perhaps will not command
general assent. But the main facts seem to be established on grounds
which can hardly be questioned; that we have here a burial place of
Christian Flavii of the second century; that it stands or -ground
which once belonged to Flavia Domitilla; and that it was probably

cultus within the Cemetery of Domitilla,
together with the sepulchre of SS.
Nereus and Achilles, see Bull. di
Archeol, Crist. 1874, pp. 5 sq., 68 sq.,
122 sq., 1875, p. §sq. See also below

its raison d’#re by pointing out the true
derivation of the name. The spiritual
relationship is a mere invention of
modern critics, following Baronio (A7x.
69, § xxxiii). To this writer it is offen-

p- 263, note 1.

1 Bull, di Archeol. Crist. 1868, p. 212.
De Rossi seems still to attach weight to
the opinion that this Petronilla was a
spiritual daughter of S. Peter: but he
himself has deprived this hypothesis of

sive that a daughter should have been
born to S. Peter after his call to the
Apostleship ; and he argues against the
natural relationship accordingly. The
old legend had no such scruple.

. 3 Sueton. Vespas. 1. )
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granted by her to her dependents and coreligionists for a cemetery.
There is reason for believing that in the earliest ages the Christians
secured their places of sepulture from disturbance under the shelter of
great personages, whose property was protected by the law during
their life time, and whose testamentary ‘dispositions were respected
after their death’,

But if the Flavian household was the stronghold of Christianity in
Rome at this time, what light does this fact throw on the authorship of
our letter? Who was this Clemens bishop of Rome, so famous a
name in later legend, and (as we may infer) so important a personage
in contemporary Christian history? One answer is obvious. S. Paul,
writing to the Philippians (iv. 3), mentions with commendation a certain
Clemens. Origen therefore identified this person with the bishop of
‘Rome, just as he identified the Hermas saluted in the Roman Epistle
with his namesake the author of the Shepherd; and in both points he is
followed by later writers. But his opinion does not appear to be based
on any tradition. Moreover the Clemens saluted by S. Paul was ap-
parently a Philippian; and, as the name is not uncommon, all ground
for the identification disappears®. Others again in recent times have
supposed that the bishop of Rome and writer of the letter was none
other than Flavius Clemens, the cousin of Domitian, who was put to
death for his faith®. It may be confidently affirmed however that, if
the bishop of Rome had been the nearest male relative to the reigning
emperor and the father of the boys whom Domitian had already desig-
nated as his successors to the throne, the fact would have been paraded
in the earliest annals of Christianity and could not have passed into
oblivion. Others again have conjectured that he was a less conspicuous
scion of the imperial family. Thus de Rossi makes him the son of a
brother of F1. Clemens*, herein following the Acts of SS. Nereus and
Achilles. These acts however are confessedly a spurious production®;

‘Y De Rossi Bull. di Archeol. Crist. 20 sq.

1864, p. 25 sq., Rom. Sotter. 1. p. 103 sq.

3 See Philippians p. 166 sq., for a
fuller discussion of this question.

3 Of recent editors, Hilgenfeld is very
decided in identifying Clement the consul
with Clement the bishop; p. xxxii sq.
(ed. 3), comp. Zeitschr. f. Wiss. Theol.
1869, p. 232 sq. Harnack leans to this
opinion, but speaks with hesitation ;
p- Ixii sq. (ed. 2).

b Bull. di Archevl. Crist. 1865, -p.

S Acta Sanct. Bolland. Maii 11L p. 4.
Nereus and Achilles are there represented
as the chamberlains (exnucki) of S. Domi-
tilla the Virgin, and as having been
martyred at the same time with her.
On the other hand the inscription which
Damasus placed in this Cemetery of
Domitilla implies that they were soldiers
of the tyrant, who refused to be the
instruments of his cruelty and resigned
their military honours: Bull. di Archeol.
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there is no reason to think that they had any other basis of fact be-
sides the cultus of SS. Nereus and Achilles and of 8. Petronilla’ in
connexion with the Cemetery of Domitilla; and no such nephew of
FL. Clemens is mentioned slsewhere. Moreover this solution is open
to the same objections as the last, though not in the same degree.
Again, Ewald conjectures that he was a son of Fl. Clemens, and appeals
to the Homilies and Recognitions for support®; but for this conjecture
there is even less to be said. These Clementine writings do indeed
regard Clement the bishop as a distant relative of the Roman emperor®,
not however of Domitian, but of Tiberius; while the names given in
the story to his father, mother, and brothers—Faustus, Mattidia,
Faustinus, Faustinianus—are borrowed from the imperial family of later
sovereigns, Hadrian and the Antonines. This romance therefore is
valueless as evidence; and at most it can only be taken to imply a
tradition that our Clement was somehow or other connected with the
household of the Caesars. Nor indeed is Ewald’s theory consistent with

Crist. 1874, p. 20 sq. Whether the
legend of these martyrs was founded on
fact or not, it is impossible to say. The
discovery of a monumental stone with
their names in the Cemetery of Domitilla
would be a sufficient starting-point for
the story in the fourth and later cen-
turies, when martyrdoms were the fa-
vourite subjects for romance. There is
reason for believing that gravestones have
been largely instrumental in such fictions.

1 The Acts of S. Petronilla are incor-
porated in those of SS. Nereus and
Achilles (see also Act. SS. Bolland. Maii
xxxi, VII. p. 413 sq., this being her own
day). So far as I can see, the legend of
S. Petronilla is due to the combination of
two elements: (1) The story mentioned
by S. Augustine as related in some
apocryphal writings of the Manicheans,
that S. Peter miraculously healed his
daughter (whose name is not given) of
the palsy (c. Adsm. 17, Op. VIIL p. 139).
This story seems to be suggested by the
incident related in Mark i. 29 sq., Luke
iv. 38 sq. (2) The discovery of a sar-
cophagus in the cemetery of the Christian
Flavii bearing the name of Petronilla.
When this tomb was transferred to the

Vatican by Paul I, a Church adjoining
the Basilica of S. Peter was built for
its reception. It seems to have been in-
scribed AVRELIAE . PETRONILLAE . FI-
LIAE . DVLCISSIMAE (see Bull. di Archeol.
Crist. 1865, p. 46). The first word how-
ever is elsewhere given as AVREAE, and
possibly it may have been somewhat ob-
literated by time. The identification with
S. Peter’s daughter would naturally arise
out of this inscription, which was even
believed to have been engraved by the
Apostle’s own hand.

2 Gesch. des V. Israel VIL. p. 296 sq.

8 Hom. xii. 8, where Clement says,
Y éud warpl &s kal ourrpbey adTds
Kaloap avyyevlda wposnpudsaro yvvaika,
4@’ Js Tpeis éyevduea viol... % pév ovv
whrnp pov Marridla ENéyero, 6 8¢ warip
Paiioros, Tov 3¢ ddeNpdv Kkal alrdy & udv
daverives éxaketro & 5¢ PavoTwiavds éNé-
yero (comp. iv. ¥, xiv. 6, 10). The
parallel passage in the Recognitions (vii. 8)
is ¢patri, utpote propinquo suo et una.
educato, nobilis adeque familiee Ceesar
ipse junxit uxorem’ etc. Ewald sup-
poses that this Faustus and Mattidia are
intended to represent Flavius Clemens
and Flavia Domitilla.
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history or chronology. The sons of Fiwwius Clemens were yet children
destined to the imperial purple at the very time when our Clement
presided over the Church of the metropolis.

But the theory which identifies the writer of the eplstle with the
cousin of Domitian seems to me to be open to still graver objections.
Is it possible to conceive this letter as written by one, who had re-
ceived the education and who occupied the position of Flavius Clemens;
who had grown up to manhood, perhaps to middle life, as a heathen;
who was imbued with the thoughts and feelings of the Roman noble;
who about this very time held the most ancient and honourable office
in the state in conjunction with the emperor; who lived in an age of
literary dilettantism and of Greek culture; who must have mixed in
the same circles with Martial and Statius and Juvenal, with Tacitus
and the younger Pliny; and in whose house Quintilian lived as the
tutor of his sons, then designated by the emperor as the future rulers
of the world?' Would not the style, the diction, the thoughts, the
whole complexion of the letter, have been very different? It might
not perhaps have been less Christian, but it would certainly have been
more Classical—at once more Roman and more Greek—and less
Jewish, than it is.

The question, whether the writer of this epistle was of Jewish or
Gentile origin, has been frequently discussed and answered in opposite
ways. The special points, which have been singled out on either side,
will not bear the stress which has been laid upon them. On the one
hand, critics have pleaded that the writer betrays his Jewish parentage,
when he speaks of ‘our father Jacob,” ¢ our father Abraham’ (§§ 4, 31);
but this language is shown to be common to early Christian writers,
whether Jewish or Gentile (see p. 44). On the other hand, it has been
inferred from the order ‘day and night’ (§§ 2, 20, 24) that he must
have been a Gentile; but examples from the Apostolic writings show
that this argument also is quite invalid (see p. 39). Or again, this latter
conclusion has been drawn from the mention of ‘our generals’ (§ 37),
by which expression the writer is supposed to indicate his position as

¢ before all things a Roman born’?,

1 Quintil. /s, iv. Proem. ¢Quum
vero mihi Domitianus Augustus sororis
suz nepotum delegaverit curam,’ etc.
Sueton. Domit. 15 ¢ Flavium Clementem
...cujus filios eiam tum parvulos suc-
cessores palam destinaverat.” The rheto-
rician seems to have been indebted to the

But this language would be equally

father of his pupils for the highest hon-
ours; Auson. Grat. Act. ad Gratian. 31
¢ Quintilianus, consularia per Clementem
ornamenta sortitus, honestamenta nominis
potius videtur quam insignia potestatis
habuisse.

3 Ewald Gesch. d. V. Israel V11 p. 206,
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appropriate on the lips of any Hellenist Jew who was a native of Rome.
Setting aside these special expressions howéver, and looking to the
general character of the letter, we can hardly be mistaken, I think, in
regarding it as the natural outpouring of one whose mind was saturated
with the knowledge of the Old Testament. The writer indeed, like the
author of the Book of Wisdom, is not without a certain amount of
Classical culture (§ 2o, 25, 33, 37, 38, 55); but this is more or less
superficial. The thoughts and diction alike are moulded on ‘the Law
and the Prophets and the Psalms’ He is a Hellenist indeed, for he
betrays no acquaintance with the Scriptures in their original tongue :
but of the Septuagint Version his knowledge is very thorough and
intimate. It is not confined to any one part, but ranges freely over
the whole. He quotes profusely, and sometimes his quotations are
obviously made from memory. He is acquainted with traditional in-
terpretations of the sacred text (§§7, 9, 11, 31). He teems with words
and phrases borrowed from the Greek Bible, even where he is not
directly quoting it. His style has caught a strong Hebraistic tinge
from its constant study. All this points to an author of Jewish or
proselyte parentage, who from a child had been reared in the know-
ledge of this one book .

Jews were found in large numbers at this time among the slaves and
freedmen of the great houses, even of the imperial palace®. I observe this
very name Clemens borne by one such person, a slave of the Cesars, on
a sepulchral monument; D.M. CLEMETI. CAESARVM . N. N . SERVO . CASTEL-
LARIO . AQVAE . CLAVDIAE . FECIT . CLAVDIA . SABBATHIS . ET. SIBI. ET. SVIS
(Orelli Jnscr. 2899): for his nationality may be inferred from the name
of his relative Sabbathis, who sets up the monument. And elsewhere
there is abundant evidence that the name at all events was not un-
common among the dependents of the Ceesars about this time. Thus we
read in a missive of Vespasian, DE . CONTROVERSIA .... VT , FINIRET .
CLAVDIVS . CLEMENS . PROCVRATOR . MEVS . SCRIPSI . EI (Murat. MXCL 1).
In another inscription we have, EVTACTO . AVG . LIB. PROC . ACCENSO .
DE . LAT . ($%) A . DIVO . VESPASIANO . PATRI . OPTIMO . CLEMENS . FILIVS

1 This conviction of a Judaic authorship
is strengthened in my mind every time
I read the epistle. On the other hand
Harnack says (p. Ixiii, ed. 2), ‘rectius ex
elegante sermonis genere et e cc. 37, 55,
judices eum nobili loco natum fuisse
patria Romanum’: and Ewald (L c.) ar-
gues (I think, somewhat perversely) that

the length of the writer’s quotations from
the Old Testament shows that the book
was novel to him. But in fact the direct
quotations are only a very small part,
and the least convincing part, of the evi-
dence.

8 See Philippians p. 14.
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(#5. DccexcIx. 2); in another, CLEMENS . AVG. AD . SVPELECT . (#5. CMXVIL
10) ; in another D. M . SEDATI . TI . CL . SECVNDINI . PROC . AVG . TABVL .
CLEMENS . ADFINIS (¢8. CMXV. 9); in another, PRO.SALVTE. T.CAESARIS .
AVG. F.IMP . VESPASIANI. TI . CLAVDIVS . CLEMENS . FECIT (Corp. Inscr.
Lat. vi. no. 940); in another, T.VARIO.CLEMENTI. AB. EPISTVLIS. AV-
GVSTOR ., this last however dating in the reign of M. Aurelius and L.
Verus A.D. 161—169 (ib. 11 no. 5215); while in another, found in
the columbarium of the Freedmen of Livia and therefore perhaps
belonging to an earlier date than our Clement, we read IVLIA . CAL-
LITYCHE.STORGE. CLAVDI. EROTIS . DAT . CLEMENTI. CONIVGI. CALLITYCHES
(6. mcccLiv. 7). I venture therefore to conjecture that Clement
the bishop was a man of Jewish parentage, a freedman or the
son of a freedman belonging to the household of Flavius Clemens
the emperor’s cousin. It is easy to imagine how under these cir-
cumstances the leaven of Christianity would work upwards from be-
neath, as it has done in so many other cases; and from their
domestics and dependents the master and mistress would learn
their perilous lessons in the Gospel. Even a much greater degree
of culture than is exhibited in this epistle would be quite consistent
with such an origin; for amongst these freedmen were frequently
found the most intelligent and cultivated men of their day. Nor is
this social status inconsistent with the position of the chief ruler of the
most important Church in Christendom. A generation later Hermas,
the brother of bishop Pius, speaks of himself as having been a slave
(Vis. i 1); and this involves the servile origin of Pius also. At
a still later date, more than a century after Clement’s time, the papal
chair was occupied by Callistus, who had been a slave of one Cai-
pophorus an officer in the imperial palace (Hippol. Her. ix. 12). The
Christianity which had thus taken root in the household of Dcmitian’s
cousin left a memorial behind in another distinguished person also.
The famous Alexandrian father, who flourished a century later than
the bishop of Rome, bore all the three names of this martyr prince,
Titus Flavius Clemens. He too was doubtless a descendant of some
servant in the family, who according to custom would be named after
his patron when he obtained his freedom®.

1 This conjunction of names occurs also  of connexion with the imperial house-
in an inscription found at Augsburg, T. hold. Compare also T.FLAVIVS, LON-
FL.PRIMANO. PATRI . ET . TRAIAN .CLE-  GINVS ..ET. FLAVI. LONGINVS. CLEMEN-
MENTINAE. MATRI.ET.T.FL. CLEMENTI.  TINA.MARCELLINA. FIL[1] (#. no. r100);
FRATRI (Corp. Inscr. Lat. 111 no. 5812), MATRI. PIENTISSIMAE . LVCRETIVS . CLE-
where the name 77raiana is another link  MENS. ET.FL.FORTVNATVS. FILI (¢, no.
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The imperial household was henceforward a chief centre of Chris-
tianity in the metropolis. Irenzus writing during the episcopate of
Eleutherus (circ. A.D. 175—189), and therefore under M. Aurelius
or Commodus, speaks of ‘the faithful in the royal court’ in language
which seems to imply that they were a considerable body there
(iv. 30. 1). Marcia, the concubine of this last-mentioned emperor, was
herself a Christian, and exerted her influence over Commodus in alle-
viating the sufferings of the confessors (Hippol. Her. 1. c.). At this same
time also another Christian, Carpophorus, already mentioned, whose name
seems to betray a servile origin, but- who was evidently a man of con-
siderable wealth and influence, held some office in the imperial house-
hold. A little later the emperor Severus is stated to have been cured
by a physician Proculus, a Christian slave, whom he kept in the palace
ever afterwards to the day of his death: while the son and successor
of this emperor, Caracalla, had a Christian woman for his foster-mother
(Tertull. ad Scap. 4). Again, the Christian sympathies of Alexander
Severus and Philip, and ‘the still more decided leanings of the ladies of
their families, are well known. And so it continued to the last.
When in an evil hour for himself Diocletian was induced to raise his
hand against the Church, the first to suffer were his confidential servants,
the first to abjure on compulsion were his own wife and daughter’.

4. Bearing these facts in mind, we turn to the persecution of the
Christians under Domitian. And here the close connexion, not only
of Christianity, but (as it would appear) of the bearers and the-writer
of the letter, with the imperial household serves to explain the singular
reserve which is maintained throughout this epistle. The persecutor
and the persecuted met face to face, as it were. They mixed together
in the common affairs of life; they even lived under the same roof.

5844). The name FLAVIVS.CLEMENS F.STEL.CLEMENTI by the DECVRIONES.

occurs also in another inscription (Murat.
' CDXCIV. 4), along with many other
names which point to the household of
the Ceesars, though at a later date. So too
C.Z1.L. 111 no. 5783. Comp. alsoD. M.
C. VALERIO . CLEMENTI . C. IVLIVS . FE-
LIX. ET.FLAVIA . HEREDES (Murat. MDV.
. 13),

This last inscription illustrates the con-
nexion of names Valerius and Clemens
which appears in our epistle. Of this
phenomenon also we have other examples :
e.g. 2 memorial erected C.VALERIO.C.

ALAE, GETVLORVM . QVIBVS . PRAEPVIT .
BELLO. IVDAICO.SVB, DIVO, VESPASIANO.
AVG . PATRE (Orelli, no. 748), found at
Turin. This Valerius Clemens there-
fore was a contemporary of our Clement.
For other instances of the combination
Valerius Clemens see Corp. Inscr. Lat.
11L no. 633, 2572, 6162, 6179, Muratori
MCDXV. I, MDLXIV. 12, So too Valerius
Clementinus C. Z. L. 1. no. 3534, and
Valeria Clementina, 5. 2580.

! Mason Persecution of Diocletian p.
121 8Q.
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‘Thus the utmost caution was needed, that collisions might not be
provoked. We can well understand therefore with what feelings one
who thus carried his life in his hand would pen the opening words
of the letter, where he excuses the tardiness of the Roman Church
in writing to their Corinthian brethren by a reference to ‘the sudden
and repeated calamities and reverses’ under which they were suffering
(§ 1). Not a word is said about the nature of these calamities; not
a word here or elsewhere about their authors. As the text has been
hitherto supplied, these sufferings are represented as past, rds [yevon]évas
7uiv, ‘which befel us’ But one of our newly discovered authorities
gives a present tense, ¢ which are befalling us’ (ywopévas for yevouévas) ;
and this seems on the whole better suited to the general tenour of the
letter. There is no indication anywhere that the fears of the Roman
Christians had ceased. On the contrary, after referring to the victims of
the Neronian persecution, it is said significantly, ¢ We are in the same
lists, and the same struggle awaits us’ (§ 7)'. The letter therefore was
probably written while the Church was still at the mercy of the tyrant’s
caprice, still uncertain when and where the next blow might fall. How-
ever this may be, it could hardly have been penned before the two most
illustrious members of the Church, the patron and patroness of the
writer (if my hypothesis be correct), had paid the one by his death,
the other by her banishment, the penalty of their adherence to the
faith of Christ; for these seem to have been among the earliest victims
of the emperor’s wrath. Flavius Clemens was consul A. D. 9§, and he
appears to have suffered immediately after the close of the year®. In
September of the year following the tyrant himself was slain. The
chief conspirator and assassin was one Stephanus, a freedman, the
steward of Domitilla. He is even said to have struck the blow with
the name of Flavius Clemens on his lips, as if he were the avenger of
his master’s death®. If this be so, the household of this earliest of

1 This interpretation however must not
be pressed. The words may refer to the
Christian course generally, and need not
have any special reference to the en-
durance of persecution.

3 Suetonius (Domit. 15) says that Domi-
tian put him to death ‘tantum non in
ipso ejus consulatu.” On the other hand,
Dion Cassius (Ixvii. 16) speaks of him
as Uraredorra at the time. Clinton sup-
poses that he was executed in the year
95, to which as consul he gave his name,

but ¢ after he had abdicated the consul-
ship.’ :

3 All our authorities are agreed in
representing this person as the chief as-
sassin : Suet. Domit. 4 ‘Stephanus Domi-
tille procurator et tunc interceptarum
pecuniarum reus consilium operamque
tulit etc’; Dion Cass. Ixvii. 15, 16, perd
Zregdvov dwenevfépov...d Ilapbéwos...Tdv
Zrépavor éppwpevéoTepoy Tov d\\wv SvTa
eloémepye x. 7. \.; Philostr, Vit. Apoll.
viii, 25 Zrépavos Tolvuv dweNetfepos Tis
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Christian princes must have contained within its walls strange diversities
of character. No greater contrast can be conceived to the ferocity and
passion of these bloody scenes which accompanied the death of
Domitian, than the singular gentleness and forbearance which dis-
tinguishes this letter throughout. In no respect is this émelkea, to
which beyond anything else it owes its lofty moral elevation, more
conspicuous than in the attitude of these Roman Christians towards
their secular rulers, whom at this time they had little cause to love.
In the prayer for princes and governors, which appears in the newly
recovered close of the epistle, this sentiment finds its noblest ex-
pression : ¢ Guide our steps to walk in holiness and righteousness and
singleness of heart, and to do such things as are good and well-pleasing
in Thy sight, and in the sight of our rulers.” *Give concord and peace
to us and to all that dwell on the earth...that we may be saved, while
we render obedience to Thine Almighty and most excellent Name,
and to our rulers and governors upon the earth. Thou, O Lord
and Master, hast given them the power of sovereignty through Thine
excellent and unspeakable might, that we, knowing the glory and honour
which Thou hast given them, may submit ourselves unto them, in
nothing resisting Thy will Grant unto them therefore, O Lord,
health, peace, concord, stability, that they may administer the govern-
ment which Thou hast given them without failure. For Thou, O
heavenly Master, King of the ages, givest to the sons of men glory
and honour and power over all things that are upon the earth. Do
Thou, Lord, direct their counsel according to that which is good and
well-pleasing in Thy sight, that, administering in peace and gentleness,
with godliness, the power which Thou hast given them, they may
obtain Thy favour’ (§§ 60, 61). When we remember that this prayer
issued from the fiery furnace of persecution after experience of a

ywwawds & 7. \. (he has just before men- lives. Philostratus connects the act

tioned the wife of Flavius Clemens).
The motives of his act however are dif-
ferently represented. The language of Sue-
tonius suggests that he did it to extricate
himself from a charge of embezzlement.
Dion Cassius says that he was only the
instrument of a general conspiracy in the
household, to which even the empress
Domitia herself was suspected to have
been privy, and that the conspirators
acted in self-defence, as Domitian was
believed to entertain designs against their

directly with the death of Clemens, say-
ing of Stephanus, elre 7dv refvecira [KN\sj-
pevra] évbuunBels elre wdvras, and repre-
sents him as addressing Domitian thus,
ob Téfvmrer 6 wohemdrards oot Khqjuys,
s o) oler, dAN' &oTw o éyd olda, xal
tuvrdrre. éavrov éwl 0. These words
have a strange ring, when. we remember
that this Clemens was a Christian. Ste-
phanus himself was killed in the fray
which ensued.
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cruel and capricious tyrant like Domitian, it will appear truly sublime
—sublime in its utterances, and still more sublime in its silence. Who
would have grudged the Church of Rome her primacy, if she had
always spoken thus?

5. The mention of this intercession for rulers leads to the con-
sideration of another point of importance, the Jfurgical character of
this newly recovered portion. The whole epistle may be said to lead
up to the long prayer or litany, if we may so call it, which forms a
fit close to its lessons of forbearance and love. Attention is directed
to it at the outset in a few emphatic words: .We will ask with
fervency of prayer and supplication that the Creator of the universe
may guard intact the number of His elect that is numbered throughout
the whole world, through His beloved Son Jesus Christ’ (§ 59). The
prayer itself extends to a great length, occupying some seventy lines
of an ordinary octavo page. Moreover it bears all the marks of a
careful composition. Not only are the balance and rhythm of the
clauses carefully studied, but almost every other expression is selected
and adapted from different parts of the Old Testament. -

This prayer or litany begins with an elaborate invocation of God
arranged for the most part in antithetical sentences. Then comes a
special intercession for the afflicted, the lowly, the fallen, the needy,
the wanderers, the hungry, the prisoners, and so forth. After this
follows a general confession of sins and prayer for forgiveness and
help. This last opens with an address, evincing the same deep sense
of the glories of Creation, which is one of the most striking character-
istics in the earlier part of the epistle: ‘Thou through thine operations
didst make manifest the everlasting fabric of the world, etc.’ (§ 60).
It closes, as the occasion suggests, with a prayer for unity: ¢Give con-
cord and peace to us and to all that dwell on the earth, as Thou gavest
to our fathers, etc.” After this stands the intercession for rulers, which
I have already quoted. The whole closes with a doxology.

It is impossible not to be struck with the resemblances in this passage
to portions of the earliest known liturgies. Not only is there a general
coincidence in the objects of the several petitions, but it has also in-
dividual phrases, and in one instance a whole cluster of petitions’,
in common with one or other of these. Moreover, this litany
in S. Clement’s Epistle begins with the declaration, ‘We will ask
with fervency of prayer and supplication’ (érevij v Oénow «al

1 See the parallel from Lsturg. D. Marc. p. 21, in the note on § 59 Tovs év O\ye
K T.\

CLEM. 18



270 THE EPISTLE OF S. CLEMENT

‘ixeolay wowovpevo)); and the expression reminds us that this very
‘word, 4 &renjs, was the designation given to a corresponding portion
in the Greek ritual, owing to its peculiar fervency'. We remember
also that the name of S. Clement is especially connected with
a liturgy incorporated in the closing books of the Apostolic
Constitutions, and the circumstance may point to some true tradition
of his handiwork in the ritual of the Church. Moreover, this liturgy
in the Constitutions, together with the occasional services which ac-
company it, has so many phrases in common with the prayer in
S. Clement’s epistle, that the resemblances cannot be accidental.
But no stress can be laid on this last fact, seeing that the writers alike
of the earlier and later books of the Apostolic Constitutions obviously
‘had Clement’s epistle in their hands.

What then shall we say of this litany? Has S. Clement here in-
troduced into his epistle a portion of a fixed form of words then in
use in the Roman Church? Have the extant liturgies borrowed
directly from this epistle? Or. do they owe this resemblance to some
common type of liturgy, founded (as we may suppose) on the prayers
of the Synagogue, and so anterior even to Clement’s epistle itself? The
origin of the earliest extant liturgies is a question of high importance;
and with the increased interest which the subject has aroused in England
of late years, it may be hoped that a solution of the problems connected
with it will be seriously undertaken ; but no satisfactory result will be
attained, unless it is approached in a thoroughly critical spirit and
without the design of supporting foregone conclusions®. Leaving this
question to others for discussion, I can only state the inference which
this prayer of S. Clement, considered in the light of probabilities,
suggests to my own mind. There was at this time no authoritative
written liturgy in use in the Church of Rome: but the prayers were
modified at the discretion of the officiating minister. Under the
dictation of habit and experience however these prayers were gradually
assuming a fixed form. A more or less definite order in the petitions,
a greater or less constancy in the individual expressions, was already

1 See Apost. Const. vii. 6—10, where a careful study of the prayers of the
the deacon invites the congregation again  Synagogue with a view to ascertaining
and again to pray éxrevds, &rc éxrevds, their antiquity. Some of the parallels
&ri ékrevéorepov. Comp. Liturg. S. Chrys. to S. Clerfient’s prayer which will be
p- 122 (ed. Neale) v éxrevfi Tadrqmr  noticed below in the Addenda are
ikeolay xpocdétat strongly suggestive of a connexion.

% Such an investigation must include
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perceptible. As the chief pastor of the Roman Church would be the
main instrument in thus moulding the liturgy, the prayers, without
actually being written down, would assume in his mind a fixity as
time went on. When therefore at the close of his epistle he asks
his readers to fall on their knees and lay down their jealousies and
disputes at the footstool of grace, his language naturally runs into those
antithetical forms and measured cadences which his ministrations in
the Church had rendered habitual with him when dealing with such a
subject. This explanation seems to suit the facts. The prayer is not
given as a quotation from an acknowledged document, but as an
immediate outpouring of the heart; and yet it has all the appearance
of a fixed form. This solution accords moreover with the notices
which we find elsewhere respecting the liturgy of the early Church,
which seem to point to forms of prayer more or less fluctuating even
at a later date than this’,

6. Again fresh light is thrown on the doctrinal teacking of S. Clement
by this discovery. The genuineness of the passage relating to the
Holy Trinity, quoted by S. Basil as from Clement (see above p. 168),:
was questioned by many. The hesitation was due chiefly to the
assumption that this very definite form of words invelved an ana-
chronism ; and it was partially justified by the fact that several spurious
writings bearing the name of Clement were undoubtedly in circulation
in the fourth century when Basil wrote. The passage however has
a place in the genuine epistle; and though, as S. Basil says, it is
expressed dpyaikdrepov, i.e. with a more primitive simplicity than the
doctrinal statements of the third and fourth century, yet it is much
more significant in its context than the detached quotation ef this

1 Justin Apol. i. 67 (p. 98 E) xal ¢
xpoeords elxds Oumolws xal edyapiorias,
oy Bbvapis adr@, drawéuzea. We
cannot indeed be certain from the ex-

pression 8oy dvraues itself that Justin is-

referring to unwritten forms of prayer,
for it might express merely the fervency
and strength of enuneiation ; though in
the passage quoted by Bingham (Cirist.
Ant. xiii. 5. 5) from Greg. Naz. Orat. iv.
§ 12 (L. p. 83) ¢épe, Bon Slwamus, dymod-
pevor kal oduara kal Yuxas xal play
avaaBivres pwriy k. 7. \., the 8o dtva-
s has a much wider reference than to
the actual singing of the Song of Moses,
as he takes it. But in connexion with

its context here, it certainly suggests that
the language and thoughts of the prayers
were dependent on the person himself:
as e.g. in Apol. i. 85 (p. 9o) did Aéyov
xal oxiuaTos Tol paweuévou, 6o duvasuus,
wporpeydpevo Suds k. 7. N (comp. i 13,
p. 60). This is forty or fifty years
after the date of Clement’s letter. In
illustration of don duvams Otto refers to
Testullian’s phrase (Apol. 39), quoting
it however incorrectly, ¢ Ut quisque...de
2roprio ingenio potest, provocatur in me-
dium Deo canere.’ The force of don
Svwams may be estimated from its occur-
rences in Orig, ¢. Céls. v. 1, 51, 83, 88,
viii. 35.
18—2
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father would have led us to infer. *As God liveth,” writes Clement,
¢and the Lord Jesus Christ liveth, and the Holy Ghost, (who are) the
faith and the hope of the elect, so surely etc’ The points to be ob-
served here are twofold. Firs¢; for the common adjuration in the Old
Testament, ‘as the Lord (i.e. Jehovah) liveth,’ we find here substituted
a form which recognizes the Holy Trinity. Secondly; this Trinity is
declared to be the object or the foundation of the Christian’s faith
and hope. On the other hand, our recently discovered authorities
throw considerable doubt on the reading in an earlier passage of the
epistle (§ 2), where the Divinity of Christ is indirectly stated in the
almost patripassian language of which very early patristic writings
furnish not a few examples. Where Clement speaks of ¢ His sufferings’
(rd wabjpara avrod), our new authorities agree in substituting ¢ Christ’
(rob Xpiorod), as the person to whom the pronoun refers, in the place
of ‘God’ (r0d ®eot) which stands in the Alexandrian ms. This various
reading will be discussed in its proper place.

7. Lastly; the discovery of the Syriac Version throws some light
on the canonical reception of the epistle.  Not without some hesitation,
I expressed an opinion in the earlier part of this work (p. z1) that a
Syrian Christian would probably understand by the two Epistles of
Clement the spurious letters in praise of Virginity, I am still disposed
to think that this was the case in the fourth and fifth centuries, to which
I was referring. But our Ms shows that at a later date the Epistles
to the Corinthians were not only known to the Syrian Church but also
treated by some persons as strictly canonical. With the evidence
which is now before us we are able to trace the following stages in
their progress towards full canonicity.

(1) The genuine Epistle of Clement was read from time to time
on Sundays in the Church of Corinth to which it was addressed (see
above pp. 3, 11). Our information on this point relates to about
A.D, 170. This reading however did not imply any canonicity; for
Dionysius bishop of Corinth, to whom we are indebted for the infor-
mation, tells us at the same time that his Church purposes doing
the same thing with a second letter of the Roman Church which they
had only just received when he wrote (Euseb. A. E. iv. 23). :

(2) This practice was extended from the Church of Corinth to
other Christian communities. Eusebius, in the first half of the fourth
century, speaks of this epistle as ‘having been publicly read in
very many Churches both formerly and in his own time’ (A. £. iii. 16
&v whelorats éxxAyoias érl 700 kowoi Sednuocievuérmy wdlat Te Kal xaf’
7pds avrovs).



273

(3) For convenience of reading, it would be attached to Mss of
the New Testament. But, so far as our evidence goes, this was not
done until two things had first happened. (4) On the one hand, the
Canon of the New Testament had for the most part assumed a definite
form in the Mss, beginning with the Gospels and ending with the
Apocalypse.’ (4) On the other hand, the so-called Second Epistle of
Clement had become inseparably attached to the genuine letter, so
that the two formed one body. I shall endeavour to give an explana-
tion of this attachment, when I come to speak of the Second Epistle.
Hence, when we find our epistle included in the same volume with
the New Testament, it carries the Second Epistle with it, and the
two form a sort of appendix to the Canon. This is the case with the
Alexandrian Ms in the middle of the fifth century, where they stand
after the Apocalypse, i.e. after the proper close of the sacred volume—
thus occupying the same position which in the earlier Sinaitic Ms is
occupied by other apocryphal matter, the Epistle of Barnabas and the
Shepherd of Hermas.

(4) It was an easy stage from this to include them among the
Books of the New Testament, and thus to confer upon them a patent
of canonicity. Uncritical transcribers and others would take this
step without reflexion, This is done by the scribe of A in his table
of contents (see above, p. 22 sq.).

It is interesting to observe, though the fact seems to have been
overlooked, that the treatment in the Alexandrian ms exactly accords
with the language of the 85th Apostolical Canon as read in the Coptic
Churches. The Books of the New Testament are there given as ¢ The
Four Gospels......the Acts of us the Apostles; the two Epistles of
Peter ; the three of John ; the Epistle of James, with that of Judas; the
fourteen Epistles of Paul; the Apocalypse of John; the two Epistles
of Clement which ye shall read aloudk’ Here the several divisions

TO THE CORINTHIANS.

1 The Coptic form of the Apostolical
Canons is preserved in both the great
dialects of the Egyptian language. The
Thebaic is found in a Ms recently ac-
quired by the British Museum, Oyient.
1320. I shall give an account of this
Ms (which has not been noticed hitherto)
in the Addenda to this volume, for it
throws another ray of light on the dark
question of the history of the Apostolical
Constitutions. The Memphitic is pub-
lished by Tattam in the volume entitled

$ The Apostolic Constitutions or Canons of
the Apostles in Coptic; London 1848.
This Memphitic version however was
not made directly from the Greek, but
is a very recent and somewhat barbarous
translation from the previously existing
Thebaic Version. The concluding words
of the clause quoted stand in the The-
baic TCNTEMEMICTONHILRALMEC *
eTeTneduorshod, which I have
translated in the text; in the Memphitic,
as given by Tattam (p. 211), 4% ném-
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of the New Testament occur in the same order as in A, though
the Catholic Epistles are transposed among themselves'; moreover
the Clementine Epistles are placed after the Apocalypse, as in that ms;
and, as a reason for adding them, it is stated that they were to be read
publicly®. :

(5) Their canonicity being assumed, it remained to give practical
effect to this view, and to place them in a position consistent with it.
In other words, they must be transferred from the appendix to the
body of the New Testament. The only known document, which has
actually taken this step, is our Syriac Version, where they are attached
to the Catholic- Epistles. The date of this Ms (A.D. 1170) throws
some light on the matter.

It has been observed above (p. 12), that the general silence about
the Epistles of S. Clement in the older discussions on the Canon
of Scripture seems to show that their claims to canonicity were not
considered serious enough to demand refutation. In the 85th and
last of the Apostolical Canons however the case is different. If the
existing Greek text of this Canon may be trusted, this document not
only admits them to a place among the Scriptures, but ranges them
with the Catholic Epistles. The list of the New Testament writings runs
as follows ; ¢ Four Gospels,......; of Paul fourteen Epistles; of Peter two
Epistles ; of John three; of James one; of Jude one; of Clement twa
Epistles ; and the Constitutions (Swerayat) addressed to you the bishops,
through me Clement in eight books, which ought not to be published ta

CTOAH MARARMHC €TeTemomjor a clause relating to the eight books of
@1 €hoA, which he renders ‘the two the Apostolic Constitutions.
Epistles of Clemens, which you read out 1 The order of the Catholic Epistles
of.’ among themselves is the same also in the
In the Arabic Version of this Canon, . Greek 8s5th Canon., It may have been
Brit. Mus. 4dd. 4211, fol. 22 b (dated determined either by the relative impor-
A.D. 1682), in like manner the 14 Epis- tance of the Apostles themselves, or by
tles of S. Paul are followed by the Reve- the fact that the Epistles of S. James and
lation, and the Revelation by.the ‘Two S. Jude were accepted as canonical in the
Epistles of Clement, and they are one church from which the list emanated, at -
book.” After this comes the clause about  a later date than 1 Peter and 1 John.
the Apostolic Constitutions, substantially 2 The clause about reading aloud seems
the same as in the Greek Canon. This to refer solely to the Epistles of Clement.
is an Egyptian Ms. In the Carshunic At least this restriction is suggested by
Ms, Add. 7207, fol. 27b (A.D. 1730), the connexion, as well as by comparison
which is of Syrian origin, the Apocalypse  with a somewhat similar clause relating
is omitted, so that the Epistles of Clement to Ecclesiasticus which closes the list of
are mentioned immediately after the 14 the Old Testament writings. But on this
Epistles of St Paul. Here again follows point there must remain some uncertainty.

.
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all (ds od xpn Sypocielev érl wdvrwv), owing to the mystical teaching in
them (8id 7a & avrals pvoricd) ; and the Acts of us the Apostles’.” Some
doubt however may reasonably be entertained whether the words KAzjuev-
T0s émworolal dvo are not a later interpolation. In the first place, the
form is somewhat suspicious. As these Clementine letters range with
the Catholic Epistles, we should not expect a repetition of érwrrolal;
and, as Clement is the reputed author of the Canons, we should expect
éuod Khqjperros, so that the obvious form would be ¢Of me Clement
two®’ On this point however I should not lay any stress, if the
external evidence had been satisfactory. But the subsequent history of
this Canon tends to increase our suspicions. The Trullan Council
(A.D. 692) in its 2nd Canon adopts ‘the 85 Canons handed down to
us in the name of the holy and glorious Apostles, adding however
this caution; ‘But seeing that in these Canons it hath been com-
manded that we should receive the Constitutions (Sura’fas) of the
same holy Apostles, (wntten) by the hand of Clement, in which certain
spurious matter that is alien to godliness hath been mterpola.ted long
ago by the heterodox to the injury of the Church, thus obscuring for us
the goodly beauty of the divine ordinances, we have suitably rejected
such Constitutions, having regard to the edification and safety of the
most Christian flock, etc.?’ Here no mention is made of the Epistles
of Clement; and therefore, if the Trullan fathers found them in their
copy of the 85th Apostolical Canon, they deliberately adopted them as
part of the Canonical Scriptures. The Canons of this Trullan Council
were signed by the four great patriarchs of the East. The Council
itself was and is regarded by the Eastern Church as a General Council®.

1 Ueltzen Const. Apost. p. 253.

2 Beveridge (Synod. 11. ii. p. 40) re-
marks on the difference between the
mention of Clement in the two cases.
He argues from it that different persons
are meant.

In the Syriac copy, Brit. Mus. 4dd.
14,526 fol. ga (a Ms of the virth cent.,
and probably written soon after A.D. 647;
see Wright's Catalogue p. 1033) it is ‘of
me Clement two Epistles.” In another
Syriac copy, Add. 12,155, fol. 205 b
(apparently of the viirth cent.; 2. pp.
921, 949) the scribe has first written ¢ of
me Clement,” and has corrected it ‘of
him Clement’ (,_.L altered into c'lk).
This seems to be a different translation

from the former. The Canon in question
is the 81st in the former, the 7gth in the
latter. A third Syriac Ms 4dd. 14,527
(about the xrth cent.; #. p. 1036)
follows the last as corrected and reads ‘of
him Clement.” I owe these facts to the
kindness of Prof. Wright, who also in-
vestigated the readings of the Athiopic,
Carshunic, and Arabic Mss for me, as
given elsewhere in my notes, pp. 274,
278. In the Syriac Ms from which
Lagarde has published his text (Re/. Fur.
Eccl. Ant. Syr. 1856 p. L) the form
exactly follows the Greek, ¢ Of Clement
two Epistles.’

3 Bevereg. Synod. 1. p. 158.

4 The Trullan or Quinisextine Council
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From this time forward therefore the Epistles of Clement would be-
come an authoritative part of the New Testament for the Christians
of the East. How comes it then, that not a single Ms of the Greek
Testament among many hundreds written after this date includes them
in the sacred volume? But this is not all. About the middle of the
eighth century John of Damascus gives a list of the New Testament
Scriptures (de Fid. Orthod. iv. 17, Op. 1. p. 284, Lequien). It ends:
¢Of -Paul the Apostle fourteen Epistles ; the Apocalypse of John the
Evangelist ; the Canons of the Holy Apostles by the hand of Clement’
(xavdves 16y dylwv dwooréhev 8id KMijuevros). - Here is no mention of
Clement’s Epistles. But one Ms, Reg. 2428, which exhibits inter-
polations elsewhere, inserts a mention of them, reading the last
sentence xavdves T@v dylwv dmooToAwv kai émarolal Svo S KMij-
pevros, where the very form of the expression betrays the insertion.
This interpolation is significant; for it shows that there was a dis-
position in some quarters to introduce these epistles into the Canon,
and that ancient documents were tampered with accordingly’. Again,
in the Stichometria attached to the Clhromographia of Nicephorus,
patriarch of Constantinople (ta.p. 828), though itself perhaps of an
older date, the Epistles of Clement are not placed among the un-
doubted scriptures, nor even among the disputed books of the Canon,
among which the Epistle of Barnabas and the Gospel of the Hebrews
have a place, but are thrown into the Apocrypha® Again, a little
later we have the testimony of another patriarch of Constantinople,
the great Photius, who died towards the close of the ninth century.
In his edition of the Nomocanon® (Tit. iii. cap. i, Op. 1v. p. 1049 sq.,
ed Migne) he mentions the 85th Apostolical Canon as an authority
on the subject of which it treats. Yet elsewhere he not only betrays
no suspicion that these Clementine Epistles are canonical, but speaks
in a manner quite inexplicable on this hypothesis. In one passage

was commonly called the ¢Sixth’ Coun-
cil by the Greeks, being regarded as a
supplement to that Council ; Hefele Con-
ciliengeschichte 111. p. 3299. The 7th Gene-
ral Council (the Second of Nicza, A.D.78%)
adopted both the Apostolical Canons
themselves and the Canons of the Trullan
Council as a whole (see Hefele . p. 443) ;
and thus they were doubly confirmed as
the law of the Greek Church.

1 Hamack (Pref xli, ed. 2) seems
disposed to accept xai éworohal dvo as

part of the genuine text, though he speaks
hesitatingly., But seeing that this Ms
stands alone and that it is, as Lequien
says, ‘interpolatus varie’ in other parts,
the spuriousness of these words can hardly
be considered doubtful.

* Westcott Canon p. 552 sq. (ed. 4),
Credner Zur Gesch. des Kanons p. 97 sq.

8 On the relation of the Nomocanon of
Photius to earlier works of the same
name, see HergenrSther Photins 111. p.

92 5q.
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of his Bibliotheca (Cod. 113) he incidentally repeats the statement of
Eusebius (without however mentioning his name), that the First
Epistle was at one time ‘considered worthy of acceptance among
many, so as even to be read in public’ (rapd wolois dmodoxijs
éudly os xal Snposia dvaywdoxesfac), whereas ¢the so-called Second
Epistle is rejected as spurious’ (ws vdfos dmwoSoxipd{erar). In another
(Cod. 126) he records reading the two epistles, apparently for the
first time; he treats them exactly in the same way as the other books
of which he gives an account ; he criticizes them freely ; he censures
the First, not only for its faulty cosmography, but also for its defective
statements respecting the Person of Christ; he complains of the
Second, that the thoughts are tumbled together without any continuity;
and he blames both in different degrees for quoting apocryphal say-
ings ‘as if from the Divine Scripture’ Moreover, his copy of these
Clementine Epistles was not attached to the New Testament, but
(as he himself tells us), was bound up in a little volume with the
Epistle of Polycarp’.

For these reasons it may be questioned whether the Clementine
Epistles were included in the Greek catalogue of the 85th Apostolic
Canon, as ratified by the Trullan Council?, though they are found in

1 Tt is true that the procedure of the
Trullan Council in this respect was very
loose. It confirmed at the same time
the Canons of the Councils of Laodicea
and Carthage, though the Carons of
Carthage contained a list of the Canonical
books not identical with the list in the
Apostolical Canons, and this may also
have been the case with the Laodicean
Canons (see Westcott Canon p. 434, ed.
4). But these Canons were confirmed
en bloc along with those of other Coun-
cils and individual Fathers; and no in-
dication is given that their catalogues of
scriptural books came under review. On
the other hand not only are the Apos-
tolical Canons placed in the forefront and
stamped with a very emphatic approval,
but their list of scriptural books is made
the subject of a special comment, so that
its contents could not have been over-
looked. The difficulty however is not so
much that the Trullan Council should

have adopted these Clementine Epistles
into their Canon. carelessly, as that (if
they had done this) the fact should have
been ignored for several centuries.

3 This inference will seem the more
probable, when it is remembered that
the list of the New Testament writings in
the 8sth Apostolical Canon occurs in
several other forms, in which the Clemen-
tine Epistles are differently dealt with.

(i) The Egyptian form has been given.
already (p. 273). Here the Apocalypse is
inserted, and the two Clementine Epistles
are thrown to the end. No mention is
made of the Apostolic Constitutions.

(ii) Hamnack (Pref. p. xlii, ed. 2) has
given another form of this Greek list
which was copied by Gebhardt from a
Moscow Ms of the rsth century, Bibl.
S. Synod. cxlix, fol. 160 b, where the New
Testament writings are enumerated as
follows ; 7#s 3¢ xkawfjs duabixns BiSNa &’.
éxiororal Ilérpov 8’ "Twdwwov Tpeis. Taxd,
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Syriac copies of an earlier date. But in the 12th century the case is
different. At this date, and afterwards, the Greek canonists no longer
pass them over in silence. Alexius Aristenus, ceconomus of the Great
Church at Constantinople (. A.D. 1160), repeats this list of the 85th
Canon, expressly naming ‘the two Epistles of Clement,’ and mention-
ing the rejection of the Constitutions by the Trullan Council (Bevereg.
Synod. 1. p. 53); and more than a century and a half later, Matthaeus
Blastaris (c. A.D. 1335, Synfagma B. 11) interprets the second Trullan
Canon as including the Clementine Epistles in the same condemnation
with the Constitutions'. This is certainly not the case; but it shows
to what straits a writer was driven, when he felt obliged to account
for the conflict between the current text of the 85th Apostolical Canon

and the universal practice of his Church.
It will thus be seen that the only author who distinctly accepts
the two Clementine Epistles as canonical is Alexius Aristenus. His

Bov "Totda pla. EKMfuerros a’. Ilathov
émwsrohal 8. The context shows de-
cisively that this Moscow list is taken from
the 85th Apostolical Canon. The word
ebayyeMa seems to have beem left out
after BiS\la by homceoteleuton; and
Acts is perhaps omitted from carelessness
owing to its position at the end of the
list in the Canon itself. The omission of
the Second Clementine Epistle is the
remarkable feature here.

(iii) The three .ZEthiopic Mss, Brit.
Mus. Orient. 481 (xviith cent.), Orient.
796 (about A. . 1740), Orsent. 793 (about
the same date as the last), after the
Apocalypse, name the eight books of
the Ordinances of Clement (i.e. the
Apostolic Constitutions) and do not men-
tion the Epistles of Clement at all. On
the other hand the Athiopic text of the
Canons as printed by W. Fell (Canones
Apostolorum Ethiopice p. 46, Lips. 1871)
repeats the list as it stands in the Coptic
{see above, p. 273), ending ‘Abukalamsis,
i.e. visio Ioannis, duz Epistolee Cle-
mentis’; and the Zthiopic Ms Brit. Mus.
Orient. 794 (XVth cent.) ends similarly,
though the number of Clement’s Epistles
is not mentioned. Again the independent

list in the Ms Add. 16,208, (described
by Dillmann Catal. Cod. Athiop. Bril.
Mous. p. 40), has them, but in a different
position, ending ¢...Epistola Iude, Cle-
mentis Epistolz 32, Apocalypsis, Pauli
14 In other independent lists, 4dd.
16,188 (described by Dillmann 1. c. p. 4)
and Orient. 829, the Epistles of Clement
are omitted. On the thiopic recen-
sions of the Apostolic Canons, and on
different Ethiopic lists of the Biblical
books, see Dillmann in Ewald’s $akr-
biicher, 1852, p. 144 5q.

An aocount of Arabic and Carshunic
MSS is given above, p. 274.

Generally it may be said that this
Canon is altered freely so as to adapt it
to the usage of particular Churches.
Still the normal Greek form is the best
supported, as being confirmed by the
Syriac Mss, which are the most ancient
of all. ;

1 Bevereg. Synod. 1. ii. p. 56 ds 3¢
wposrinoe 8ta Toi K\fuevros dvo émoro-
Nos xal 7ds wovnbeloas Tovre diardies
78y dwooTbdAwy VoTepov 6 Tis guvodov Sev-
Tepos kavaw diéypayev, ws woNd 1O vofow
wpos Ty alperwciy kal wapéyypaxTov deta-
pévas.
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work was written within a few years of the date of our Ms (A.p, 1170),
and its authority stood very high. It would perhaps be over bold to
assume that the influence of Aristenus was felt in a Syrian monastery
at Edessa; but at all events the coincidence of date is striking, and
seems to show a tendency to the undue exaltation of these Clementine
 Epistles in the latter half of the twelfth century. . There is no reason

however for thinking that our Ms represents more than the practice
of a very restricted locality, or perhaps of a single monastery. Several
other Syriac Mss, either of the Gospels or of Evangelistaries, are in
existence, dating not many years before or after this, and written
(in some instances) on this same Mountain of Edessa'; and if on
examination of these it should be found, as seems not unlikely, that
the table of lessons in our Ms is unique, the fact will not be unim-
portant in its bearing on the canonicity here ascribed to the Clementine
Epistles. '

1 At least in one instance, the Paris 1212 and the place ¢ Ccenobium Deiparz,
wms described by Adler (Vov. Zest. Vers. cui cognomen est Hospitium, in monte
Syr. p. 58), of which the date is A, D. sancto Edessx.’
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AvLL deviations from the text of C are recorded in the notes, except a
few differences of accent and punctuation which are unimportant. The
v épedxvoricov however is uniformly inserted, though wanting in C; see
above, p. 226.

For the rule which has been observed in recording or omitting to
record the deviations of S, see above, p. 240.
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2 éteraopds doeBels ONel] inguisitio impiorum perdit ipsos S.

3 weroifus]

confidens S, using the same expression which occurs just below (§ 58) as the render-

ing of wewoiféres: om. C. See the lower note.
dyly. In§ 35 wavdysos is fully rendered.

. 1. dvf dv xr\.] The continuation

of the quotation Prov. i. 32, 33, from -

the LXX. See above, p. 167.

2. éferaopds] ‘enguiry’, ‘investi-
gation’, i.e. ‘trial and judgment’,
as in Wisd. iv. 6. The Hebrew
however is m‘?W, ¢ security’, i.e.
‘false confidence’; which the LXX
translators seem either to have mis-
read or to have connected with ‘?NW,
‘to ask, enquire’. In the’ earlier
part of the verse the LXX departs
widely from the Hebrew.

3. wemoibas] This word does not
occur in the great Mss of the Lxx
(RAB) ; nor indeed, so far as I know,
is the reading xaracxpdoes én’ (v. 1.
év) éAmrids memoibws found in any Ms
of this version, though dvaraioera
év elpijvy memoibars appears in place of
it in no. 248 (Holmes and Parsons),
this last being a Hexaplaric reading
(see Field’s Hexapla,ad loc.). Clem.
Alex. however clearly so quotes it,
Strom. ii. 22 (p. 501 sq.) 1j mwavdperos
Sopla Néyer® ‘0 8¢ épod drodwv kara-
cxpvdaes én’ B memolfas® 1) yap Tiis
éArridos dmokardoragis Spevipes éATis

elpnrar 8ia [l 8i0] Tob Karacxmraoes

M Néfer mayxdws wpooéfnke 1o Ile-
modos ; though elsewhere, Sz7om. ii. 8
(p. 449), iv. 23 (p. 632), he has

dvamavaeras én’ elpnims (-vy) wemoibass.

4 mavayly] S translates as if
5 gvybvres] petyorres () S.

It is clear that memoifas is genuine
in the text of our Clement; since he
dwells upon it in the beginning of
the next chapter, karackpracwper
wemofores xr.\. For other examples
of this manner of emphasizing the
key-word of a quotation see the
Addenda on p. 144, L. 3. From the
manner in which Clem. Alex. begins
his quotation from Prov. i. 33,it may
perhaps be inferred that the passage
of his elder namesake was in hismind.

LVIII. ‘Let us therefore obey,
that we may escape these threatened
judgments, and dwell in safety. Re-
ceive our counsel, and you will never

‘have occasion to regret it. As surely

as God liveth, he that performeth
all His commandments shall have
a place among them that are saved
through Jesus Christ, through whom
is the glory unto Him for ever’.

4. mavaylp] So also above, § 35.
See the note in the Addenda to
p. 116, L. 3.

5. 7iis oopias] Wisdom is re-
presented as the speaker in the pas-
sage of Proverbs just quoted. More-
over this name So¢ia was given to
the whole book; see above, p. 165.

6. karaoxpvaaopev] ‘dwell in peace’.
As the common LXX rendering of
{2¥, for which purpose it was chosen
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1 oousraror] S renders as if Sowv, but the translator's practice elsewhere in
rendering superlatives is so uncertain, that no inference can be drawn as to the
reading. 2 Yudv] add. dSehgol[uov] S. 3 xal {] So too S; Basil omits

doubtless in part owing to the simi-
larity of sound (see the note on pwpo-
oxomnfév, § 41), it implies the idea of
‘rest, peace’.

3. dperapélpra] A somewhat
favourite word of Clement, §§ 2, 54.
So dperapeijros, below. For the
plural see Kithner Gramm. 11.p. 59sq.

{7 yap x.r.\.] This passage is quoted
by S. Basil, de Spir. Sanct. 29 (111
p- 61): see above, p. 168, where the
quotation is given. For the form of
adjuration {j ¢ ©eds...dms, ¢ As surely
as God liveth...so surely’, comp.
{7 Kvprosdre...which occurs frequently
in the LXX, e.g. 1 Sam. xx. 3, xxvi.
16, xxix. 6, 1 Kings xxii. 14, 2 Kings
v. 20, etc. So too Rom. xiv. I1I
{® éyd, Néyes Kipios, dre épol k.T.A.
(where S. Paul is quoting loosely
from Is. xlv. 23, combining it how-
ever with the (@ éyd xrA. of Is.
xlix. 18); comp. 2 Cor. i. 18, and see
Fritzsche Rom. 1. p. 242 sq., IIL
p. 187. For a similar reference to
the Trinity see above, § 46. Here
‘They are described as ¢ the faith and
hope (i.e. the object of faith and

“ hope) of the elect’; for § re mioris
«1A. are obviously in apposition to

the preceding words. For é\ris,
meaning * the object of hope’, see the
note on Ign. Magn. 11 ’Ingot Xpiorov
Tijs é\mridos fudv; comp. 1 Tim. i. 1.
On the other hand the sense of wioris
is different in Ign. Smymn 10 %
Tekela mioris, 'Ingois Xpuwords (see
the note there).

5. vév édexrdy] A favourite
word with Clement, §§ 1, 2, 6, 46, 49,
52, 59.

6. per’ éxrevois émwexelas] The
phrase occurs again below, § 62. It
is a sort of oxymoron, or verbal para-
dox, like ¢strenua inertia’, ‘lene tor-
mentum’; for émieikeca involves the
idea of ‘concession’: comp. 1 Thess.
iv. IT ¢ihoripeigbar fovyalew. So
Greg. Naz. Orat. iv. 79 (I. p. 116),
speaking of Julian’s persecution, says
émieixds éBialero. The substantive émi-
eikewa occurs also §§ 13, 30, 56: the
adjective émwewxis, 1, 21,29. The fre-
quency of these words aptly indicates
the general spirit of the letter: see
the note on § 1.

8.  édywpos] used here, as in
§ 57, for those who have a place
among the elect of God: see also
§ 44, 62. Comp. Plato Pkileb. 17 E

5
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this second {7
the next.

ovx éNAdypov 0vd’ évdpifpoy.

Tov dpilfpdv] As above §§ 2, 35,
and below § 59, with the note. -

9. tdv owlopévwv] ‘of those that
are in the way of salvation’, as
Luke xiii. 23, Acts ii. 47, 1 Cor. i. 18,
2 Cor. ii. 15. The opposite is of
dmoX\vpeévo, 1 Cor. i. 18, 2 Cor.ii. 15,
iv. 3, 2 Thess. ii. 10. Comp. also
Clem. Hom. xv. 10, Apost. Const.
viii. 5, 7, 8. In the Apost. Const,
viii. 5 the words are 7ov dpifudv Tév
colopévey as here.

LIX. ¢Ifany disobey our counsels,
they will incur the greatest peril ;
while we shall have absolved our-
selves from guilt. . And we will pray
that the Creator may preserve intact
the number of His elect through
Jesus Christ, who called us from
darkness to light. Open our eyes,
Lord that we may know Thee, who
alone art Holiest of the holy and
Highest of the high; who settest up
and bringest low; who bestowest
riches and poverty, life and death;
who art the God of all spirits and of
all flesh; whose eye is all-seeing,
and whose power is omnipresent;
who multipliest the nations and
gatherest together Thine elect in
Christ. We beseech thee, Lord,
assist the needy, the oppressed, the

CLEM.

Kopeos] twice in S, at the end of one line and the begmnmg of
7 xal mposrdyparal om. S.

feeble. Let all the nations know
that Thou art God alone, and Jesus
Christ is Thy Son, and we are Thy
people, the sheep of Thy pasture’.

11. 97" adrov] i.e. Tob Oeot. In
the same way they. again claim to
be speaking with the voice of God
below, § 63 rois ¢’ r”mv yeypappé-
vois Bia 'rov aylov m!evparos, comp.
§ 56 ) fpiv d\A& T$ Oehsjuare ‘I'OIJ
©cob. See also Ign. Philad. 7 ™0
nvedpa oV wAavirar, dmd Oeod ov
éAd\owy......0e00 Pavj, where a simi-
lar claim is made.

12, u-apamoaa] ‘fault’, ¢ trans-
gression’ : Jer. xxii. 21. Comp. Justin
Dial. 141 (p. 371). It does not occur
elsewhere in the Lxx, nor at all in
the N.T., though napan-mpa is com-
mon. Polyblus uses it several times:
comp. also Sext. Empir. adv, Math.
i. 210,

13. afgo] As above, § 46 For
the whole expression, dfos elvas dird
auaprms, comp. Num. v. 31,

15. 7ov dpibpdy 7] See Rev,
vii, 4 sq. The same phrase rov.dpef~
pdv Tév éxhexrdv avrod has occurred
already § 2. In one of the prayers
in the last book of the Apostolic
Constitutions (viii. 22) we have ¢ mip
10D kbopov ovaTacw S TV évepyov-
pévor daveporroujoas xal Tov dpibudy

19
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L4 ~ - r ’ sf A} ‘
oAw Tg koopw dapuhaln dbpavoTov O Snuiovpryos
-~ ’ A ~ ’ 9’ ~ ~
T@y dravrey. dia Tov ryamrnuévov maidos avtov ’Inoou
~ < 4 ~ ) \ ~
XpioToi, 8¢ ob ékdAeoev riuas dmo okdTovs eis Pis,
dmd dyvwoias eis émiyywow d0fns Jvouatos avTov.

1 dfpavorov] add. Deus S.

7oy éhexrdy gov diaularrer, where
the expression here is combined with
another which occurs below (§ 60);
thus clearly showing that the writer
borrows directly or indirectly from
Clement.

1. aapavo-rov] The word does not
‘occur in the LXX or N.T. It is
however not uncommon in classical
writers: e.g. Dion Cass. lili. 24
d6pavaroy kal oAoxAmpov T$ Biadoxw
Ty woAw mapédwxev, which passage
illustrates its sense here. Comp.
Apost. Const. viii. 12 Suadvhdfys
doeworoy.

6 8nueovpyds kv \.] The samephrase
occurs above § 26; comp. § 33. For
Bnpiovpyds see the note on § 20.

2. Tob fjyamnpévov mados kr\.] So
again lower down in this chapter,
84 ’Incod Xpiorod TOd fyamnpévov
madés oov, and ‘Inoods Xpiords 6 wais
gov. It is worth observing in cone
nexion with the other coincidences,
that these expressions o yammpévos
(dyamyrds) mais aov, 6 mais gov, occur
several times in the prayers in the
Apost. Const. viii. 5; 14, 39, 40, 41.
Comp. also Epist. ad Diogn. 8,
and Mart. Polyc. 14, where it is
twice put into the mouth of Poly-
carp, who was certainly a reader of
Clement’s Epistle. This designa-
tion is taken originally from Is. xlii. 1,
quoted in Matt. xii. 18 i80d, ¢ mais
pov 8 fpérica, 6 dyamés pov [els]
3y edddxmaev 1f Yruxi pov; where mais
is * servant, minister’ (73)). Comp.
Acts iii. 13, 26, iv. 27, 30. But the
higher sense of vids was soon im-

3 Xpiorod] add. Domini nostri S.
me S ; but this is doubtless a clerical error in transcribing the Syriac suffix.

fpds]
5 Ads

ported into the ambiguous word mais :
e.g. Apost. Const. viii. 40 Tob povoye-
yois oav waidds "Inoob Xpiorod, Epist.
ad Diogn. 8, Iren. iii. 12. 5, 6, etc.;
and probably Mart. Polyc. 14 6 Tob
dyamroi  waidds oov 'Ingot Xpiored
marijp. And so Clement seems to
have used the word here.

3. éxdlegev k.7\.] From 1 Pet.
ii. 9 Tob ék oxdrovs pis kakéoavros els
76 Bavpacrov avrob ¢pés. The epithet
Oavpaordv which is wanting here is
supplied by § 36 (as read in the
‘Greek MSS) dvald\\ec els 16 Oav-
pagrov [adrol] ¢ds, where however
the epithet is omitted in the Syriac
and in Clem. Alex.

4. dyvodias) ¢ stubborn ignorance’,
a stronger word than dywoias: comp.
1 Pet. ii. 15. It occurs also Job
xxxv. 16, Wisd. xiii. 1, 1 Cor. XV. 34.
See also Clem. Hom. ii. 6, iii. 47,
iv. 8, xviii. 13, 18.

ds‘ e'mvao’w 86&ys] Comp. Apost.
Comt viii. IT 6 8:¢& Xpiorod nipv-ypa
yaoews 8ods fpty els érlyvoow rijs
oiis 86&ns xal rod dvdparis gov.
The language of Clement here seems
to be inspired by Ephes. i. § sq.

5. énri{ew] Some words have been
omitted in the Greek MS, as the first
editor has correctly seen. The words
supplied in the text, Ads quiv, Kvpte,
will suffice. The same omission
existed also in the text from which
the Syriac Version was made. In
consequence of this, oov, ae, o€, ooy,
émaidevoas, yidcas, érypjoas, are there
altered to avoid the abrupt transition
from the third person to the second ;
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1 -~ \ ’
[Ads riuiv, Kipie], E\rtilew émi o dpyeyovov maens
3 \ \ -~
kTigews Svoud aov, dvoifas Tovs Spfarpmovs Tis kapdias
NMOV €l TO YWWEKEY GE, TOV MOVOV TYICTON €N YyHAoTE

AFION €N Arioic ANATAYOMENON,

uiv, Kopie] om, CS; see below.
xapdlas] cordium S. 7 o€] eum S.

and at length words are inserted
before ’Afwbpev to introduce the
second person. On the recurrence
of lacunz in our authorities see
above, p. 248. Hilgenfeld gets over
the difficulty in part by substituting
dvocfov for dvoifas: while Gebhardt
and Harnack deny that the text is
either defective or corrupt, and at-
tempt to justify the transition by
such passages as Acts i. 4, xxiii. 22,
etc. (see Winer § Ixiii. p. 725). But
the phenomena of our two authorities
show that Bryennios was right.
dpxeydvov]i.e. ¢ Thy Name which
was the first origin of all crea-
tion’, wdons kricews being governed
by dpxeydror. As an active sense
is obviously wanted, it must be
accented dpyeysvov, not dpyéyovor,
as by Bryennios: comp. [Aristot.]
de Mund. 6 (p. 399 Bekker) &t
™y mwpdrny kal dpxaidyovov airiav,
where again we should accentuate
dpyaioydvoy, for the expression is
synonymous with ¢ mdvrer fyepdy
7€ xal yeversp which follows imme-

diately after. So too perhaps cven '

in Clem. Alex. S#rom. vi. 16 (p. 810)
T4y dpxeydvov fuépav, for just below
it is defined as mpdryy 76 dvre Pards
yéveaw: but in Clem. Alex. Protr.
5 (p. 56) 76 wip &’s dpxéyovor.aéBovres
it may be doubtful whether the. fire
is regarded as a principium prin-
cipians (dpyeydvov), or a principinnt
principiatum (dpxéyovov). In Greg.
Naz. 0p. 1. p. 694 we have 1o
dpyéyovov oxoros. The word occurs
also Iren. i. 1. 1 (twice), 1. 5. 2, I

TOY TAWEINOTNTA YBpiIN

6 Svoud cov] nomen ¢jus sanctum S ; see below,

Uymhois] dyploras C; see the lower note.

9. 3, in the exposition of the Va-
lentinian system, where likewise the
accentuation may be doubtful. It
is not found in the LxXx or N. T.
Editors seem universally to accen-
tuate it dpxéyovos (see .Chandler’s
Greek Accentnation § 467); but, 1
think, on insufficient grounds.

6. Tobs dPpfalpods k.7.\.] suggested
by Ephes. i. 17 sq. év émyvioe av-
Tod, weporiopévovs Tovs CPfatpods
Tis kapdias Vpudy els 76 €ldévar vpas
x.r.h. See also above § 36 frewyby-

v judy of 6pbalpol 7ijs kapdias.
Comp Mart Polye. 2. :

7- -ywmo-xm x.'rk] Comp ]ohn
xvii. 3 va ywaokesiv o€ Tov povor
dAnOwov Oedy.

tyruoror k7] From the Lxx Is.
Ivii. 15 6 UYraros & €v vyrmhois kar-
owkdy Tov aldva, dywos év dylos
dvopa avrd, Uyraros év dylots dva-
mavépeves. So in the prayer Apost.
Const. viii. 11 Synore év Smhois, dyie
év dyiots dvaravdpeve, doubtless taken
from Clement. Similarly the ex:
pression ¢ év dylots dvamavdpevos in
other liturgies, D. Marc. pp. 13, 27,
D. Facob. p. 70 (comp. p. 44), S.
Chrysost. p. 118 (ed. Neale).

I have substituted Jyrqhais, as the
reading both of the LXX and of the
Apost. Const. Moreover the Syriac
here translates by the same words,
ROV RO, which render dyroros,
év SYrhoais, in the Hexaplaric Version
of Is. lvii. 15: thus using two differ-
ent words. This however is not de-
cisive in itself.

8. 7ov ramewoivra x.r.)\.] From

19—2
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YTEPHOANWN, 7OV AAAYONTA AOFICMOYC EONDN, TOV TOI-
o3NTA TaTEINOYC €ic Tyoc kai Tofc YYHAOYC TATEINOYNTS,
TOV TAOYTIZONTA Kal ﬂTO)XI'ZON;l’A, TOV AMOKTEINONTA Kal
2AN TOl0INTA, MOVOV €lepyéTny mvevudTwy kai Oeov
racns -d'aplco'c, #0v émBAémoNTa éN Talc 4Byccolc, TOV S
érommny  dvbpumivey  Epywv, Tov Ty KwdvevoyTwy
Bonbov, Tov Twy AmHATMICMEN®N CcwTApA, TOV TAVTOS
mvelpaTos KkTioTny kal émickomov, Tov wAnfuvovTa

1 éoviv] drfpdmuwr(=avwv) S. 4 ¢iw wowolvra)] redimit ot vivificat S.
ebepyéryp] edperip S. 6 T3y xwdvvevbvrwy] illorum gui afffiguntur S, but it is
probably a loose paraphrase. 10 o€] eum S. 11 oov] efus S. nuds éxaldev-

 aas, yylacas, érlunoas] instruxit nos et sanctificavit nos et honoravitnos S. ’Afovper

Is. xiii. 11 $B8pww vmepnpdvey ramer-
vdow.

I. 7oy diakdovra] Probably from
Ps. xxxii, 10 Staogkeddfes Bovhas éBviv,
é0eret 3¢ Noytopovs Aadv.

2. Tov wowivra kxA] Job v. 11
Tov wowtvra rtamewols els Uyos kal
dno\whéras éfeyelpovra, Is. x. 33 ra-
rewwbjoovrar of vymhol, Ezek. xxi. 26
érameivegas 10 Yoy «xai UYwoas
70 Tawewdy, ib. xvii. 24 éyd Kipios o
ramewdy Eohov Yoy kal LYoy ko
ramewdv. See also Matt. xxiii. I2,
Luke xiv. 11, xviii. 14. '

3. Tov mhovrifovra k7] From
1 Sam. ii. 7 Kdpios mreyifes kal mhov-
7iles, ramewol kal drfroi. Comp. also
Luke i. 53.

7ov dmoxrelvovra x.7.\.] Deut. xxxii.
39 éyd dmwoxrevd xal (ijv monjow,
1 Sam. ii. 6 Kdpeos favaroi xal {woyovei :
comp. 2 Kings v. 7 6 ©eds éyd Tob
Oavardoas kal {womoiijoas ;

4. evepyérmy] Comp. Ps. cxv. 7 é-
miorpeyrov, Yuxij pov...8re Kipeos ednp-
yéraé oe.  So too Liturg. D. Marc.
P- 25 Yuxis edepyéra.

mvevpdarov kr\.] Modified from
Num, xvi. 22, xxvii. 16. See also
§ 62 (58) 8eamdrys rdv mwrevpdTwy kal

kiptos mdons oapkds, with the parallels
in the note (p. 169). Comp. Liturg.
D. Facob. p. 65 pmjobnrs, Kipe, 6 Beds
76y mvevpdrwv kal wdons capkds.

5. Tov émBNémovra kr.\.] Ecclus.
xvi. 18, 19, dBvogos kal yi calevdi-
govras év i émaxony) avrod, dua Td
8pn xal va Oepéha tijs yis év Tp
érifheyrar els avrd Tpopgp gvooeiorrar
Comp. Liturg. S. Basil. p. 156 o
xalOipevos éml Opovov 8ofns xal éme-
BM\érwv dBYgoovs. For the unusual
émBNémew év, ‘to look into’, or
‘at’, comp. Eccles. ii. 11, 2 Chron.
xvi. 9. ‘

Tov émommpy k1] See Ps. xxxii
(xxxiii). 13, which passage Clement
may perhaps have had in mind, as
he has already adopted an earlier
verse of the same Psalm in this con-
text. Fof émémms comp. 2 Macc.
vii. 35 Tob wavrokpdropos émémrov
Oeotl, Esther v. I rov wdvrav émémmp
Oedr.

6. rov tév Kkwduvevdvrev Kkr.]
Judith ix. 11 é\arrévov el Bonbos,
dvri\ijnrwp dofevotvray,dreyvoopévor
oxeracris, dryAmiouévey cargp. For
dm\migpévos comp. Is. xxix 19,
Esth. iv. ad fin. See also Liturg.
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o s\ ~ \ » 4 » ’ \ 9
€0 éml wyns kal éx wavrwy éxhefauevov Tovs dya-
~ ~ ~ ~ ’

10 wovras e da 'Inoov XpioToi Tov ryamnuévov mwaidos
oov, O’ oV ripds émaidevaas, nyiadas, ériuncas. ‘AL
oupéy e, déomoTa, Bouoon yevéalar xal ANTIAHTITOpA
e -~ ¢« - -~ \
nudv. Tovs év ONiYer rjuwy ococov: ToUs Tamewovs
b3 \ ’/ 4 ~
éNénoov- . ToUs memTwkOTas Eyepovs Tols deouévors
9 ’ A} ’ ~ of \ ’ ~

15 émpavnlc Tovs doefleis iacarr Tovs wAavwuévovs Tob

~ ’ Al -~
Aaol oov émicTpe,ovT XOpTAGOV TOUS TWEW@YTAS® AU-

k.7.\.] S prefixes e dicemus illi cum supplicatione.
It seems to be required, as Hilg. and Gebh. have seen.
13 7ods Tawewods é\énoov] om. S, owing to the homaeoteleuton.

éxwsrpdpnfs S.

D. Mare. p. 17 v é\nis vév dm\-
miopévov (comp. thurg S. Basil.
p- 166), Act. S. Theodot. § 21 (in Rui-
nart) ‘Domine Jesu Christe, spes
desperatorum’.

8. mvedparos kriomy] Zech. xii. 1
KUptos... sAdogov nveipa dvfpomov év
avrg, Is. lvii, 16 =mvelpa map’ épod
éfeleboeray, kal wyvoly wacay éye
émolpoca. In Amos iv. 13 we have éyo
...kti{wy nvedpa, where it apparently
means ‘the wind,” but might easily
be understood otherwise,

énioromov] Job x. 12 7j 8¢ émaxomy)
oov épvhagé pov 6 wredpa, I Pet. ii.
25 7év mopéva kal Emiokomov TGV
Yuxdv vpdv, Wisd. i. 6 6 Oeds...rijs
xapdias avrod émigkomos dknbijs. Comp.
Liturg. D. Marc. p. 17 énioxome
wdons oapkos.

11. ’Afiobper kr.\.] See the prayer
in the Apost. Const. viii. 12 &
dfobuéy oe...0mws wdvrov émikovpos
yévp, wavrov Bonbos kal dvrihimrep
(with the context), which is evidently
indebted to this passage of Clement.
Comp. Ps. cxviii (cxix). 114 Bonfos
pov kal dvrijrrep pov € v.

13. 7ols év OAiYe k.7.1.] Compare

‘or of moral weakness.

12 o€] so apparently S; om. C.
Séomoral] Domine bone S.

15 émpdrmoi]

daeBeis] agrotos (Gobevels or vosotvras?) S; see the lower note.

the prayer in Liturg. D. Mare. p. 21
Airpocas Beaplovs, éféhov rods
év dvdykais, wmerv@vras yopragov,
S\eyoYuxoiivras mapardlecoy,
wevr)\avnpe’vovr éxiorpeYoy, c’axo-
Tiopévovs Poraydynooy, rerrokiras
Eye tpov, a’a)\wopevws crﬂ)ptftw, ve-
vom)xorar lacac.... ..¢povpos qpow
kal dvriljrTop Kard wdvra yevé-
pevos, where the coincidences are
far too numerous and close to be
accidental.

15. doeBeis] Comp. § 3 {Hhov dBikov
kai doefBi) dvetngporas. The reference
in doeBeis is not to unbelievers, but
to factious and unworthy members of
the Church. For this word Geb-
hardt (Zeitschr. f. Kirchengesch. p.
307, and ad loc.) conjectures dofeveis ;
and this may have been the reading
of S. But the occurrence of rods
dofevoivras just below is a serious
difficulty, and on this account I have
hesitated about accepting it. It is
not sufficient to answer with Harnack,

‘do¢fevoivres animo, dofeveis corpore
imbecilles sunt’; for both words are
used mdlﬁ’erently either of physncal
Supposing
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Tpwoar Tovs Seauiovs fuwy: éfavdcTnoov Tovs dale-
voD¥Tas" WapakdAEGoy ToUs ONLyoUxoUVTas rNGTw-
caN  dmavTa T4 éonm, OTL c¥ €l 6 Oedc mdnoc, Kal
’Inoovs XpioTos 0 mais oov, kal vmeic Aadc coy Kal
TpoBaTa TAC NOMAC coY. 5

LX. CV Ty dévaov Tov Koouov ovoTacty Oia
Tay €vepyoupévwy épavepomoinaas: av, Kupe, v
oikovpémmy ExTigas, 0 MOTOs év TAoals Tals yeveals,

4 0 wals gov] add. dilectus (‘6 ryarnuévos) S.
dévwaov C; comp. § 20, where C writes the word in the same way.

kujus S, as in other passages.

that doeBeis were the original read-
ing, the rendering of S may re-
present either dofeveis (a corruption
of doeBeis) or vevoonksras (a substitu-
tion of a familiar liturgical form, as
appears from Lif. D. Marc. p. 21,
quoted above). The Syriac word
here, &™), is the same as in the
Peshito Luke ix. 2 ldoac Tods dofe-
wets (v. L. doBevosyras). Comp. Polyc.
Pril, 6 émarpéovres Td amomewhavy-
péva, dmionentopevor Tovs daleveis,
which, so far as it goes, is in favour
of Gebhardt's emendation.

Tovs mAavepévovs k.r.\.] Ezek. xxxiv.
16 16 memhavnuévoy émarpéfrm (Where
B has ré mAavoperor dmosrpérw).

I. Mrpwoac tods Seopiovs] The
reference in this and the neighbour-
ing clauses is doubtless to the vic-
tims of the persecution under Domi-
tian; see the note on § 1. The care
of the ‘prisoners ’ naturally occupied
a large space in the attention of
the early Church in the ages of
persecution : comp. Heb. x. 34, xiii. 3,
and see the note on Ign. Swyrn. 6.
A prayer for those working ‘in the
mines’ is found generally in the
early liturgies; comp. Apost. Const.
vill. 10 vmép 7rar év perdN\lois xal
éfopias kal Pulakais kai Seapois Jvrwy

6 Zd] add. 4dp S. éévaor]
‘ Tob kdouov) add
10 4 Fogos] cogos (om. ¢) S. xal] om. S.

&id 76 Ovopa Tob Kuplov 8enbodpev,
Liturg. D. Marc. p. 17 tovs év Ppula-
kais 1) év perdA\Nots...karexopévovs wdv-
Tas é\énoow, mavras éAevbépwoov, Lil.
D. Fac. p. 63 pyijobnr, Kipe......
Xpioriavdy T €év Seapols, TAY év
¢vlaxais, Tév év aixpalwoias kal
éfoplats, TGv év perdA\ots kai Baodvois
kal mikpais dovhelas Svrav marépov
xai dSeApav Hudr.

ééavaornoov x.v.\.] Comp. 1 Thess.
v. 14 wapapvleiofe Tovs SAiyoyvyous,
dvréxesle Tdy dobevdy, quated by
Harnack. .

2. yvérecav k1] I Kings viii.
60 dmws yvéor wdvres ol Aaoi Tijs yijs
8 Kipios 6 Oeds adrds Oeds kal ovk
éorw &, 2 Kings xix. 19 yvdoorras
wica: al Bagilelas Tis yis Srv ou
Kupeos 6 Oeos povos (comp. Is. xxxvii.
20), Ezek. xxxvi. 23 yvdoorras 7a vy
a1 éya elpe Kipios k.m.X. Comp. John
xvii. 3.

4. pes kr.\] From Ps. xcix (c).
2 yvare ot Kipios adrds éorw & Oeds...
fjpeis [8¢] Nads adrod xal mpdBara rijs
voufls avrov: comp. £5. Ixxviii (Ixxix).
13, xciv (xcv). 7.

LX. ¢Thou didst create all things
in the beginning. Thou that art
faithful and righteous and marvellous
in Thy strength, wise and prudent
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A -~ > . \ oo . .
dixatos €v Tots kpipaow, OavuasTos év iaxvi kal peya~
e \ ~ ~
10 Nompemeia, 6 Goos €v Td xTi{ew kal ouveTos év. T
M [ (3 -~
Ta yevopeva édpacar, o dyabos év Tois Jpwuévols kat:
\ 3 ~ * > ~ \ H ’
mioTos éu Tols memofoay €m @€, éAermon Kai oikTip-
14 ~ ~
‘MoN, depes 1y Tas. dvouias Huay kel Tas ddwias kai
\ R . A ~
Ta mwapawTopaTe kal TANMMENEias. ) Aoyian mwaoay.
e ’ ’ \ - ~ E] \ ’
15 duapTiav SovAwy Gov kai wadiokwy, dA\a kabapicov

12 meoros] mitis (benignus), probably xpnerds, S.

purifica S.  See below.

in Thy creative and sustaining en-
ergy, beneficent and stedfast to them
that put their trust in Thee, merciful
and full of compassion, forgive us
all our offences. Reckon not every
sin against Thy servants : but purify
us with Thy truth and direct our
steps in holiness. Make Thy face to
shine upon us, and protect us with
Thy mighty hand and Thine out-
stretched arm from them that hate
us. Give peace to us and to all the
inhabitants of the earth, as Thou
gavest to our fathers when they
called upon Thee’.

6. =V v dévaov x.v\.] The main
part of this sentence is borrowed in
Apost. Const. viii. 22 (quoted above
on § 59 7ov dpifpdv x.r.\.). Comp.
Wisd. vii. 17 el8évac ovoracy xdopou
xal évépyeav aroiyxelwn

3wt 76y évepyovpévar 7] Le.
‘didstreveal the inherent constitution
of the world by the succession of
external events’; comp. Rom. i 20.
The word ¢avepowaieiv is late and
somewhat rare.

8. ¢ morés k)] Deut. vii. 9
BO¢ds meaTids 6 Pukacawy dabijkny...els
Xt\las yeveds.

11, édpdoar] Comp. Prov. viii. 25
mpd Tov 8pn édpacbijvai.

6 dyabos «.r.\.] i.e. ‘He is benefi-

cent where His operations can be

15 Kxafdpioov] xalapels C}

seen, and He is trustworthy where
faith takes the place of sight’. The
contrast here is between the things
which are actually seen and the
things which are taken on trust;
comp. Heb. xi. 1 &rw 8¢ wioris...
mpaypdrov E\eyxos od PBhemopévov.
For ¢pwpévars Hilgenfeld has épw-
pévous; Harnack and Gebbardt read:
cwlouévos, the latter having previous-
ly conjectured opeapévois (Zeitschr. f.
Kirchengesch. 1. p. 307); Zahn pro-
poses daiovpévous (Gott. Gel. Anz.1876,
P. 1417). -There is no sufficient rea-
son however for questioning the
text. The idea, and in part the lan-
guage, is taken from Wisd. xiii. 1,
éx Tdv dpopdvey dyaldv ovk loxvoay
eidévas Tov Gvra olre Tois Epyois mpo-
oxorres éméyvooar rov rexvimy. The
language in the latter part of the
sentence is suggested by Ecclus. ii.
10 sq. ti¢ évemiorevoe Kuplo kal
kargoxvvly ;...861¢ olkrippwy kai éXes-
pwv 6 Kipios, kal dplpow duaprias.

12. é\efjpor k.T.A.] A very frequent’
combination of epithets in the LXX.

15. xafdpigor] This is perhaps the
simplest emendation of xafapeis, the
reading of the Ms, which cannot
stand ; kafdpeaov having been written
xafdpeioov, and the two last letters
having dropped out. - Otherwise we
might read kafdpps. Bryennios, Hil-
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Apas Tov kabapiauov Ths ons dAnbelas, kai xateyoynon
_ , \

dikatoovvn  xal

GTAGTHTL Kaphiac wopeyecOal Kal TOlEiN T4 KaAd Kai

\ ~ < A
Ta AlaBHMATA 7juwy éN OCIGTHTI Kai

eydpecta éNMOMION @OV xal
nuwy.
< > > v s 7 > \ ~ ¢ ~ -
fiméc eic draea év elpnvn, eis TO oxemacOivar duds T
xewpi coy T kpatald kal puvalijvas dwo wdons duap-

’ -~ /
évwomiov  TWY APXOVTWYV
vat, déomoTa, émidanon T8 WpbcwméN coy éP

Tias TG Bpayioni

coy T® TYHAD®

kal puocar rpas

2 Kal Siatogtyy xal dxAéryr:] om. C; restored by Bensly from S, which has e

in justitia et in simplicitate. The omission is due to homceoteleuton.

I have

not inserted the prepositions, becaus¢ it is a common practice of S to repeat

them, where they are not repeated in the Greek; see p. 239.

6 év elpfry]

pacis S; but this is probably due to an error of Syriac transcription, since a single

letter (1 for 3) would make the difference.

13 6olys] S; om. C. This use

of the adverb is characteristic of Clement; otherwise I should have hesitated

" to introduce it on such authority.

genfeld, and Gebhardt tacitly retain
xafapeis. For the expression comp.
Num. xiv. 18 xabapiopd oV xafapiel
Tov évoxov, quoted by Bryennios.

1. 7ijs oijs dA\nfelas] See John
xvii. 17 dylagov avrovs év Ty d\nbeig
k.T.A. ; comp. Xv. 3.

karevBvvor x.r\.] Ps. xxxix (xI). 3
xarevfuve Ta BiaBijpard pov, cxviii
(cxix). 133 ra BiaBripard pov karevfu-
vov kard 76 Aoywv oov, The phrase
xarevfvver T SiaBrpara occurs also
Ps. xxxvi (xxxvii). 23, Prov. xx. 24.
The word 3:aBripara, ¢ steps’, is rare,
except in the LXX and writers influ-
enced by it.

2. évéowemm krA.] 1 Kingsix. 4
oV ¢av mopevljjs évdmioy épod, xabos
émopedln Aaveid, év Gobmyri kapdias.

3. moweiv k1] Deut. xiii. 18
mwotelv 70 kakov kal 1o dpearov évavriov
Kupiov Tob Ocol gov: comp. #4. vi. 18,
xii. 25, 28, xxi. 9.

5. ¢1r¢¢avov] Ps, 1xv1 (lxvn) I
émparat 76 wpéowTov adrod éP’ fjuds :

comp. #6. xxx (xxxi). 18, Ixxix (lxxx).

ha

dore gdfeabar juds] om, C S; see below.

3, 7, 19, cxviii (cxix) 135. See also
Liturg. D. Mare. p. 15.

6. els dyafd] See Jer. xxi. 10
éoripika TO mpdowmdv mov éml THY
woAw...o0k els dyaba; comp. Amos
ix. 4, Jer. xxiv. 6. For ¢ls dyafa see
also Gen. 1. 20, Deut. xxx. 9, etc.
Comp. Liturg.. D. Facob. p. 63
pricOyre.. mavrov els dyaliv.

oxeracfijva] Forthis connexion of
axewafery comp. Is. li. 16 dwd v
oKWY Tis Xepds pov OKkemdow o€
(comp. Wisd. v. 17, xix. 8), Deut.
xxxiii. 27 . oxemdoer o€ .. owd loyxiw
Bpaxwovov devdov : and for the anti-
thetical yepl kpara:d, Bpayiove VYA,
Exod. vi. 1, Deut. iv. 34, V. 15, vii,
19, ix. 26, xi. 2, xxvi. 8, Jer. xxxix
(xxxii). 21, Ezek. xx. 33, 34.

9. 7@y ;u.a'ouwmv k7] Comp.
Justin. Apol. i. 14 (p. 61) rovs d8ikws
wiootvras welbew mepopevor, quoted
by Harnack.

IL smka)\oupelmv xr.\.] Ps. cxliv
(cx1v). 8 wage Tois émxalovpévois avrov
év d\nbela. For év migret kai dAnfeiq
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3\ ~ ’ e ~ IN/ A e ! \
dm0 TOV EOUVTWY Nuas ddikws. 8Os Ouovotay Kkal

7 -~ ~ - ~ ~
10 €lpnvny NulV TE Kal TACW TOIS KATOIKOUGW THV i,

s - ~ >

kalws édwkas Tois waTpaaw Uy, EMKaAOYMENON O€

~ ' ’ ~
ATy Ociws én micver Kai AAneeis, [doTe owleabal ruas)

s -~ /’

UTNKOOVS * epLVOMEVOUS T TavTOKPATOPE Kai mavapeéTw

~ ’ -~
OvouaTi oov, Tols TE EpYOVGHX Kal 1YOUMEVOLS 1wy

15 éml THS YiS.

S renders ¢ in veritate obedientes Juerunt nomini tuo etc., thus connecting xal
& d\nlelg with the following clanse. 13 wavroxpdropt xal wavapéry] The
words are transposed in S, but this does not imply any different Greek text :

see above, p. 239. Also warapéry is translated as if érriup, NPD (see § 3).
But a single letter would make the difference, NVVWYD excellenti. Elsewhere

Y93 " is the translation of wardperos (see §§ 1, 7, 45, 57); and the translator
might here consider himself excused from the repetition of xar which occurs in

both words. See also on wavayly above, § 58.

comp. 1 Tim. ii. 7.

13. vmykdovs xx.X.] This might
be a loose accusative, referring to
the datives quiv r¢ xal mdow xT.\.;
comp. Ephes. i. 17, 18 3dp vduiv
m'ci‘ma codlas..... reP oTiouévovs
Tods o¢0a7\4wvc kT, Acts xxvi. 3
émlaod pt'kk@v amupov dwoloyeiofas,
pdlwra 'ynpcr-rqv dvra oe T\, and

see Winer § xxxiii, p. 290, § Ixiii
PP- 709 $q-, 716, Kiihner 11. p. 667 5q-
But a double transttlon, marpaow,
émrakovpévar, yevouévovs, would be
very harsh; and for reasons which
are stated in the introduction (p.
247 sq.), I cannot doubt that some
words have dropped out, such as I
have inserted. Bryennios supplies
xal odoov ipds; Gebhardt reads
vmkbos yevopévors; and Hilgenfeld
alters the whole sentence.

ﬁawoxpafopt] So Hermas Vis. iii. 3

] p‘r]paﬂ r0d mavrokpdropos Kat év-
36¢ov ovdparos. At first it had occurred
to me to read mavroxparopixd, as it
occurred to Gebhardt, and as Hilgen-
feld actually reads; comp. § 8 7¢
mavrokparopikd Bovkruare avrov. TFhe

omission of -x¢ before xal would be
easily explained, especially as the
archetypal Ms is shown to have been’
mutilated in this neighbourhood. But
the parallel passage from Hermas
quite justifies the reading of the
MS. In the LXX mavrokpdrep seems
to be always applied directly to God
either as an epithet of ©eés or
Kupios, or independently ; and so in
Clement himself, inscr., 2, 32. But
the sense of ro Gvopa, as almost
an equivalent to 6 ©eds (see [Clem.
Rom.] ii. § 13, and the note on
Ign. Epkes. 3), explains the excep-
tional usage here and in Hermas.

wavapére x.r-\-] For this expression
comp. § 45, and for the word wavdpe-
Tos the note on § 1.

14. wois re dpyovaw xr.\.] The’
punctuation, which I have adopted,
was suggested to me by Dr Hort.
It accords with the preceding words
eddpeara évomdy gov kal évemioy ToV
dpxovrov fjudv: it disposes of the
superfluous avrois (see however § 21,
note): and it throws 3¢ into its
proper position of prominence; e.g.
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LXI. G, séomora, Ewkas Trv éfovoiav Tis Pa-
agi\elas avTols dia ToU peyahompemous kal dvexdunyr-
TOV KpATOUS GOV, €is TO YWWEKOVTAS fiuds Ty vmo
ool avTois dedouévny 80'Eav kal Ty vroTdoaeaar
avTots, undéy évavrovuévovs 7o OeNjuati oov ois 8ds, 5
Kvpie, vyeiav, eipivny, Judvotay, ebordleiav, €is TO
Siémew avTovs Ty Umo oob dedouévny avrols fyemoviay
av ydp, OéomoTa émovpdwe, [aci\ed

THE EPISTLE OF CLEMENT

dmpPoTKOTWS.
~ >’ ’ -~ €~ ~ £ 7 ’ \
TOV albvay, Sidws Tois viols Twy dvfpwmwy dofav kal
\ -~ 1 ~ ~
Ty kal éfovaiay TV éml THs fyns VmapyovTwy: G, 1o

§ 80s] precamur ut des S.

§ 60 =V T de’vaov xr\. and § 61
just below, 20 ydp, &éomora k.T.X.
See Athenag Sup‘ﬁl 1 evo‘&ﬁeo-rara
vs kai Sikaiorara wpis TeE TO
Oewv kai Ty vperépav Baciheiav ;
comp. Theoph. ad Autol. i 11, who
quotes Prov. xxiv. 21 Tipa, me, BOeov
xai Bagi\éa x.rA. The previous edi-
tors have all connected the words
rois re dpxovow kr.A. with the follow-
ing sentence, as apparently does C.
LXI. ‘To our earthly rulers, O
Lord, Thou hast given the power,
that we may render them due obe-
dience in entire submission to Thy
will. Therefore grant them health,
peace, stability. For Thou, O
Sovereign of heaven and King of
Eternity, givest honourand authority
to the sons of men upon earth. So
guide their counsels, that they may
administer well the power thus
entrusted to them, and may obtain
Thy favour. O Thou, who alone
art able to do this and far more
than this, we praise thee through
our High-Priest Jesus Christ, through
whom be glory unto Thee for ever’.
1. ti)s Bagieias]
reigniy’, i.e. ‘of the secular power’.

T

‘of the sove-.

For the genitive comp. Dan. xi. 20
wpagowv 86fav Bacikeias, 75. 21 Ew-
xev én’ avrov 80fav PBacdeias. The,
Bao\ela is the secular as contrasted
with the spiritual power; and, as
such, it is frequently opposed to iepa-
ovv, €.g. Apost. Const. ii. 34 doe
Yvx} cepares  kpeittoy, TooOUTE
lepwoivn Bageias (comp. Vi, 2), Test.
Duod. Patr. Jud. 21,

4. Vmordogecfas avrois . 7.\.]
See 1 Pet. il 13, 15 vmordynre
wdoy dvlpemrivy krice 8id Tov Kipiov...
ore oVrws éorly 16 OéAnpa Tob Ocab;
comp. Rom. xiii. 2 6 dvmiracoopevos
7 éfovaig Tfj Tob ©Ocol dwarayj dv-
Béarnrey.

5. 8os k.m.\.] In accordance with
the Apostolic injunctions, Rom.
xiil. I sq., Tit. iii, 1, 1 Pet. ii. 13
sq.: comp. Wisd. vi. 1 sq. See also
Polyc. PAzl. 12. For other passages
in early Christian writers relating to
prayers for temporal rulers, see
Bingham A#¢ xiii. 10. 5, Harnack.
Christl. Gemeindegottesd. p. 218 sq.
(Justin Martyr), p. 378 sq. (Tertullian).
The Apologists naturally lay stress
on the practice, as an answer to the
charge of sedition.
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Kvpie, dievbuwwov v Bovhy aiTév kata TO kakov kal
evapeaTov évwmov oov, bmws démovres év eiprvm kal
o ~ ~ ~ E]
wpaiTnTL eVaeBas Ty Ymo oou avTois Sedouévny éfove

’ /s ’ ’
olay A€W GOV TUYXaAVWaLY.

€ 4 \ ~
O povos dvwvatos moincae

15 TaiTa kal wepioooTepa dyaba uel ruwv, ool éEouo-
Aoyovuela dia Tou dpyiepéws kal wpooTdTOV TV
Yuxav rpsv ‘Inooi Xpioroi, & ob eor 1 dofa kal
i peyaAwouvn kal viv kal eis cyeveav cyevewyv Kai els

\ -~ ~
TOoUS alowvas TOy alwywy.

auny.

LXIIL.  [epi pév Taov dvnkovrwv T4 Opnokela fudv,

14. W\ed gov Tvyxdvawow] tranguille compotes fiant auxilii quod (est) a te S,
obviously a paraphrase.

6. eborabear] ‘stability’, *tran-
guillity’, comp. § 65 (59). The word
may mean either ‘firmness, steadi-
ness’asa moral quality, or ¢ stability’
as a material result. The latter seems
to be intended here: comp. 2 Macc.
Xiv. 6 ovk édvres Ty Bacelay evora-
Oelas Tuxev, Wisd. vi. 26 Bagikeds
Ppowpos evordbea Sipov.

- 8. dmpookomes] ‘without stum-
bling’,  without any jar or collision’ ;
as § 20 My \etrovpyiav avTdv dmpoa-
kémas émrelovauy.

Baoc\eéi 7év aldvov] The phrase
occurs only 1 Tim. i. 17 in the N.T,,
andas a v.l. in Rev. xv. 3; but it is
found in the LXX, Tobit xiii. 6, 10;
see also Liturg. D. Fac. p. 59
Comp. § 35 marjp 7dv aldvwr, § 55
Beds Tov alovov. Here the Eternal
King is tacitly contrasted with the
temporary kings, the Baoi\els rév
aldvov with the Baocieis Tob aldvos
ro¥rov (comp. Ign. Rom. 6).

I11. SiebBurvor] As above § 20. Other-
wise it is not a common word, and
does not apparently occur at all in
the LXX or N.T.

15. ped fjudv] As Luke i. 72
woujoal €A€os pera TGOV warépav NpdY,

b, x. 37,and so probably Acts xiv. 27,
xv. 4; comp. Ps, cxviii (cxix). 65
Xpnoromra émoinoas pera roi SovNov
gov. Itis the Hebraism BY 7@y

16. dpyiepéws k.r.\.] See the note
on § 36.

17. 1 8¢a k.7.\.] See the note on
§ 20, Itis a favourite form of dox-
ology in Clement.

18. els yeveav yevedv] i.e ‘the
generation which comprises all the
generations’; as Ps. ci (cii). 24 év
yeveq yevedy va &m oov : comp. Ephes.
iii. 21 7ob aldvos 7év alwvey. This is
a rare mode of expression, the com-
moner forms being els yeveds yevedr
Or eis yevedv kai yevedv, which are
quite different in meaning.

LXII. ‘Enough has been said
by us however concerning the things
pertaining to our religion and neces-
sary for a virtuous life. For we have
left no point untouched concerning
faith and repentance and the like,
reminding you that ye ought in all
righteousness to pay your thanks-
giving to God, living in harmony
and peace and love; like as our
fathers behaved with all humility
towards God and towards all men.



THE EPISTLE OF CLEMENT [Lxit

296
- ’ -~

kal TOv dPehpuwraTwy eis évapetov Biov Tois Oéovaw

eioeBuws kal Sikaiws Swevbivew [Ty mopeiav avTav),

ixavws émeoTeiNauey Uuiv, dvdpes ddehpoi. mepl yap
’ \

wioTEws Kal peTavolas kal cywnolas dydmns kai éy-

KkpaTeias kal owPpoovns kal Vmwouovis  wavra TOomOV S
3 ’ (3 ’ - -~ e o~ 2

éyrnharicaper, vmouuviokovres delv vuds év Sikaio-
/7 c o\ . ’ 1 ~

o kai d\nleie¢ kai paxpobuuia T¢ wavrokpaTopt
Oew Joiws elapeoTelv, OuovoolvTas dpvnaikakws év

1 xal] S; om. C. The clause is translated in S ‘e de sis (rebus) scilicet (NW'3) -
que in ea (religione), que maxime utiles sunt illis qui volunt dirigere vitam (con-
versationem) excellentie et pictatis et juste, as if the translator had read 7dv deehi-
pwrdrwy 34 () & alrj évdperov...Sievbiwew. At all events he must have had a text
which a corrector had emended by striking out or altering els, so as to govern
Biov by dievbivew: see above pp. 246, 247. In the Syriac we should probably
read MYBYI for MVDYN, i.e. in pictate (=elaefds) for et pictatis.

2 Thy wopelay avrdv] om. C S: see below. 4 éyxparelas] NNIMNMR! by Super
continentia (as if Uwép éyxparelas) S, for another preposition (29 ¥ has been
" used before for wepl. Perhaps however the insertion of a different preposition is a
mere rhetorical device of the translator ; or 2 may be an accidental repetition of the
first syllable of the following word, as the Syriac forms of the letters would suggest.

And we have dene this with the
more pleasure, because we knew that
we were speaking to faithful men,
who had made a diligent study of
God’s oracles’.

20. Tdv dmrévrov] With a dative
as in § 35; see the note on Ign.
Philad. 1. 1t has a different con-
struction, dumjxeaw els, in § 45. See the
note there.

1 Opnoxeig jpdv] Comp. § 45 1dv
fpnokevévrov. Ty peyalompeni) kal
&dobov Opnoxeiav Tod vyrioTov. This
passage explains the force of the
words here: ‘that befit men who
serve the one true God’.

1. évdperov] See the note on
Ign. Philad. 1.

2. SievBivav] The MS is ob-
viously defective here ; and we must
supply 'some such words as rj»

wopelay avréy (see § 48), or ra 8iafi-
para (§ 60), or perhaps witk Bryen-
nios Ty BovAjy avrév (§ 61). See
the introduction, p. 247 sq.

3. ixavds émeoreiaper] Bryennios
has called attention to the similarity
of language used by Irenzus, when
describing this epistle, iii. 3. 3 éml
Tovrov od» Tot Klijuevros, ordgews
otk O\iyns Tois év Kopivfyp yevopévns
a8elpols, éméoTethev 1j év Pupy éx-
K\noia ikaveTdTyy ypadyy rois Ko-
pwbios,

5. mwdvra témov krT\.] “we have
handled every topic’; Bryennios adds
by way of explanation, pd\iora 8¢ rév
dylwv ypaddy, thus taking wdavra ré-
mov to mean ‘every passage’; and
so it is rendered in the Syriac Ver-
sion, ‘place of Scripture’. In this
scnse rimos occurs above in the ex-
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» ’ \ L4 v 9 ~ 2 ’ \ \
dyamn kal eipnyn pera éxtevols émieeias, kabws kal
’ ~ ’
1000 TPOSESNAWMEVOL TATEPES TMBY €EUNPECTNOAY TameL
~ \ \ 1 \ \ ’
vogpovovvres Ta mpos Tov watépa kai Oeov kal xTic-
~ ’
Kai TaiTa TOCOUTW
€ ’ > \ ~ 14 ’
- #ov  Vweuvioauev, éreldy capws ndeypev  ypadew
nuds dvdpacw mETOls Kal EANOYMWTATOIS Kai éyKe-
’ Ll \ ’ ~ ’ ~ ~
15 Kuoow €ls Ta Aoyia Tns wraudetas Tov Oeov.

\ \ ’ > ’
T kal wpos wavras dvbpwmovs.

We cannot safely infer a different Greek text. 5 7éwov] add. seripture S.
8 edapesteiv] S; evxaporely C. See the same confusion above, § 41. The reading
of S was anticipated by Hilg. and Gebh. 9 xafws kal] kabds (om. xal) S.
11 Ocdr xal krloryw] unsversi creatorem Deum (Oedv wayxrloryw?) S; comp. § 19.

13 wpos] S; om. C. The authority of S in such a case is valueless in itself (see p. 239),
but the preposition seems to be required here. 13 §3wov] § 8’ O» S, which
translates the clause, ¢z Azc tanto sint (erunt) per ea que monuimus. The translator
has had a corrupt text and has translated it word for word, regardless of sense.
éreldd) capds fdeyuer ypdpew] quia scilicet manifeste est iis; oportuit enim certe (pév)
ut scriberemus S, i.e. éwel &Y gapds 3+ St (or &et) pdy ydp ypdpew x.7A. Again
a corrupt reading, or rather a false division of the words, has been translated al-
most verbatim. For the facility with which ydp might be omitted or inserted before

~ypdow, see Ign. Rom. 7.

pression é&v érépe Témw, §§ 8, 29, 46.
But this meaning does not seem at
all natural here, where the word is
used absolutely. For romos ¢a topic,
argument’, comp. e.g. Epict. Diss.
i. 7. 4 énlokefiv Tva mwouréov Tdw
rémwy Tovrww, ii. 17. 3I drav roirow
"éxmovijoy...vov Témov, and see other
references in Schweighaeuser’s index
to Epictetus, s.v. For yYnhadir
comp. e.g. Polyb. viii. 18, 4 wigay
énivoway éYnhd
8. edapeareiv] Doubtless the cor-
rect reading, as it explains the sub-
sequent ednpéorpoar. For another
example of the confusion of edapeo-
Telv, eVxapioreiy, in the authorities,
see § 41.
dumowdxos] See § 2 dpimoixaxor
(with the note). This word involves
an appeal to the suferers from the

14 MNoywwrdrows] doctis S.

schisms, who are bidden to harbour
no grudge. .

9. perd éxrevois x1.\.] See the
note on § 58, where the same ex-
pression occurs.

10. ol wpodednropévos k.7.\.] See
§§ 17, 18, 19; comp. also § 30 é856y
[ paprupla] rois mdrpacw spdv Tois
Sikalots, and § 31 dvarvAlfwper 7d
én’ dpxfis yevopeva® rlvos xdpw nd-
Aoyify & wardp Husw *ABpadu; KrA.
For this use of warépes in speaking
of Jewish worthies, see the note on
§4

14. éoypwrdros] See the note
on § 58 éXAoyspos.

éyxextpoow] Comp. § 53 xaAds
érioracbe Tas lepas ypagds, dyamnrol,
xal éyxexipare els r& Aoyia Tob Oeot,
with the note. For the word éyxin-
rew see the note on § 4o.
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0Ty TOls TOOUTOIS Kal

TogoUTOIs Umodelyuag mpoceN@oyras vmobeivar Tow
TpaXNAOV Kal TOV Tis UTaKons TOmov dvamAnpwaavTas
mpogk\bnvar Tols Vmdpyovaw dpxnyols Tov Yuxwy
Hu@v, Orws ricvydoarvTes THs MaTaias gTadEws ém TOV 5

2 Umofetvar Tov Tpdxmhov] inclinemus collum nostrum et obediamus S.

3 dwa-

r)\'qpéuawas...'rjuo’}v] implentes inclinemur illis qui sunt duces ansmarum mostrarum

LXIII. ¢We ought therefore to
regard so many great examples, and
to bow the neck in submission; that
laying aside all strife we may reach
our destined goal. Ye will make
us happy indeed, if ye obey and
cease from your dissensions in ac-
cordance with our exhortation to
peace: Andwe have sent to you faith-
ful men who have lived among us
unblameably from youth to old age,
to be witnesses between us and you.
This we have done, to show you
how great is our anxiety that peace
may be speedily. restored among
you’.

1. ©eurov] The use of this word

seems to be extremely rare, except
with a negative, ot fepirdv (e. g. Tobit
ii. 13) or dféurov (see below).
- rois Totovrots k.t A.] § 46 Totodrois
odv vmodelypacwy koAAnbijvac kai fpas
8¢t k.t A For rowodrois kal rogovrots
comp. § 19. o

2. mpoceXlovras] ¢ having acceded
lo, attended to, assented to, studied’,
as in § 33; comp. 1 Tim. vi. 3 e
Tis érepodidackalel xal pn) mpooépyeras
Vysalvovaw Néyois. So we find wpoo-
épxeofas dpery to apply oneself to
virtue’, Philo de Migr. Abr. 16
(1. p. 449); wpooépxeabas Tois vopois
‘to study the laws’ Diod. i. 95;
wpocépxeabac f aoia, 75 prhocodpia,
¢ to become a follower of wisdom, of
philosophy’, Philostr. Vit. Ap. i. 2
(p. 2), iii. 18 (p. 50), comp. LXX
Ecclus. vi. 26 6 mpoceNddv avrfj (i.e.

™4 ooplq) ; wpoaépxeobar $poBe Kupiov
‘to give heed to the fear of the Lord’,
LxX Ecclus. i. 30; mpogépyeafac pn-
8evi Tév elpnuéveor Philo de Gig. 9 (1.
P. 267); mpooépxeofas T§ Adye, Orig.
¢. Cels. iii. 48. These senses are
derived ultimately from the idea of
¢ approaching’ a person as a disci-
ple’; e.g. Xen. Mem. i. 2. 47 dvmep
évexev kai Swrpdres wpooihbov.

vmofetvar Tov Tpdxnhov] ‘submit
Your meck’, i.e. ‘to the yoke’;
comp. Ecclus. li. 26 7ov Tpaxniov
Vpay vmobere md {vyov (comp. 76. vi.
24, 25), Epictet. Diss. iv. 1. %7
mwapédwkas cavroy Sotlov, Vmélnkas
Tov Tpdynlov. So too Acts xv. 10
émbeivar {vyow émi Tov Tpdynrov. The
expression is used in a different
sense in Rom. xvi. 4 dmép rijs Yuxijs
pov Tov éavrdy Tpaxnhov vméfnrav,
where it means ‘laid their neck on
the block’, not pledged their lives’,
as Wetstein and others take it.

3. dvamhnpacavras Tomov] ‘#o oc-
cupy the place’,* fulfil the function’ ;
comp. 1 Cor. xiv. 16 ¢ dvaminpér
Tov Tomov Tov l8idrov, where the
choice of this elaborate expression
is probably a studied paradox to
bring out the honourable character
of a private station; rémos denoting
official position or dignity (see above,
§ 40, and the note on Ign. Polyc. 1),
while i8wwrns implies the opposite of.
this. So too here the object may
be to enhance the important functiorn
of obedience. See Clem. Hom. iii.



LXIII]

. TO THE CORINTHIANS.

209

arpoxeluevoy Huiv €v a\nbeta arxomov dlya ) )
POKELLL 1ty év anBeig oy dlxa TAVTOS WMoV

KaATaVTHOoWMEY.

\ \ \ ’ e -~ ’
xapav. yap kat ayaANiacw nuiv mrapé-

Eete, éav ymikoor yevouevor Tois VY’ fuwy yeypauuévors
\ -~ 9 -~
Owa 7ol dylov mvevpatos ékxomnte Tiv dbéwrov Tov

S; dvamAnpdsac C, omitting all the other words. See the lower note.
" 6 pdpov] add. ¢ scandalo S. -

xdoavres] guiescentes et tranquilli S,
Maow] add. magnam S.

60 Tov éudv dvamhnpoivra rémoy, and
comp. Joseph. B. ¥. v. 2. § orparii-
Tov Tafw dmomAnpovrra. .
4. mpooxhibijvar  krN.] These
words are wanting in the Greek
MS, and I have restored them by
retranslation from the Syriac: see
the critical note. The true partisan-
skip is here tacitly contrasted with
the false; the rightful leaders with
the wrongful. The language is ex-
plained by what has gone before;
§ 14 pvoepov {fhovs dpxnyols éfa-
xohoveiv, § 51 éxeivor oirwes dpynyol
Tis ordoews xai &xooracn’as éyerOn-
a'w, § 47 81a 76 kal ToTE wpocx)\w'sw
Upas wmotqa'ﬁm e rpooex)\cor]re yap
k1, § 50 va év dydmy elpeddpev dixa
n'pomc)\wsws dvbpomivys dpeopo (comp.
§ 21 p3) kara wpoakhices). The com-
mand to choose the right partisan-
ships here has a parallel in § 43
P\dveikor EoTe...mepl T@Y dvnKOVTOY
els compplav (see the note). The
Syriac is NNWT RS 9m3
1NPRIT X372, For {29M) I cannot
“think of any word so probable as
mwpookibijvas, since {37 is a common
translation of k\ivew, and in § 21
mpogrhigers is rendered RBXT XN1DT;
though mpook\iveabat, mpdoxhios, are
rendered otherwise, but variously, in
8 47, 50, Acts v. 36, 1 Tim. v.21. On
the other hand N3 ‘ductores’
might be variously rendered. It most
commonly represents ¢ fjyovpevos (§§ 1,
32, 37 in a double rendering, 55, Heb.

xiii. 7, 17, 24) ; but elsewhere fyeusy,.

5 fov-
¥ dyak.

xabnynrijs, 68nyds, etc., even Bovhevrys.
I have given dpynyds, because it
brings out the contrast which Cle-
ment seems to have had in his mind.
In § 14, 51, however, dpxnyés is ren-
dered otherwise, XY™, Ri", and so
commonly.

5. oracews] Comp. Clems. Hom.
i. 4 Tév Towvrer Noytopdy fjovydlew.
This construction follows the analogy
of verbs denoting cessation, etc.
(see Kiihner IL p. 341 sq.). Itisun-
necessary therefore to read r}crvxami-
o7s, as Gebhardt suggests.

6. oxowév] Comp. § 6 émi rov s
wioreos BéBawy dpdpov karavricopey,
and § 19 éravadpdpwpey émt Tov é¢ dpxiis
wapadedopévoy futv Tiis €lpivys axomoy,
which explains the idea in the wri-
ter’'s mind here. The expression
itself is perhaps suggested by Heb.
xil, I Tpéxopev Tov mpoxelpevor ruiv
dydva. For exomév comp. Phil. iii. 14

papov] ¢ fault, defect’: see the
note on pwpookorndév § 41. In the
Old Testament it is always a trans-
lation of DI ‘a blemish’.

7. xapav kr.\.] Asin Lukei. 14
(comp. Matt. v. 12, Rev. xix. 7); see
also Mart, Polyc. 18. This combi-
nation of words yapa xai dyaX\aots
does not occur in the LXX.

9. 8t 7ob dylov mvevparos] See
the note on § 59 7ois VA avrod &’
nudv elpnpévors. Harnack takes these
words with ékxéyrmre, but this does
not seem so natural,

dfépueror] Acts x. 28, 1 Pet. iv. 3;
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ept elpnvns kal Opovolas év Tnde Ty émaTory. Eméu-

s \ 4
auev 8¢ kal avdpas mioTOUS Kal Gwpovas, dmo veo-
. ’ 4 ’ 4 o~
TNTOS dvacTpaevTas Ews fynpovs AuEMTTWS €V NIV,
¢, o ~ ¢ ~
olTwes kal udpTupes écovrar ueTaly Vudy kal fuov. 5
70070 - 8¢ émoumocauev Tva €dnTe OTL WAoCA AHUIv
P4 L~
¢povtis kal cyéyovev kal ErTw €is TO év Taye. Vuds

etpnvevoat.

1 &vreviiw] supplicationem et exhortationem S.

3 3¢ xal]l S; 3¢ (om. xai) C.

§ olrwes kal] S; ofrwes (om. xal) C.

and so too 2 Macc. vi. 5, vii. 1, x. 34.
1. {#hovs] See the note on § 4.
&revgiw] This should probably be

explained of the ‘appeal’ to the Cor-

inthians themselves ; see the note on

[Clem. Rom.] ii. § 19. It might how-

ever refer to the foregoing ¢ prayer’

to God for concord ; comp.e. g.1 Tim.

il. 1, iv. 5, Herm. Mand. x. 2.

3. dvdpas] Claudius Ephebus and
Valerius Bito, whose names are given
below, § 65 (59). For the bearing of
the notice here on the early history

of the Roman Church, see the in-
troduction p. 256 sq.

4. yipovs] So Luke i. 36 yrper
(the correct reading), and in several
passages in the LXX, e.g. Ps.xci (xcii).
14 yijpe, 1 Kings xiv. 4 syijpovs,
Ecclus. viii. 6, etc., with more or less
agreement in the principal Mss; so
also Clem. Hom. iii. 43. On this
form see Winer Gramm. §ix.p. 73 sq.,
Steph. Thes. s. 7., ed. Hase. Our Ms
has also yijpes above in § 10, where A
reads yijpa.
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AN ANCIENT HOMILY
BY AN

UNKNOWN AUTHOR.

F the First Epistle of Clement is the earliest foreshadowing of a

Christian liturgy, the so-called Second Epistle is the first example
of a Christian homily.

The newly recovered ending has set this point at rest for ever.
The work is plainly not a letter, but a homily, a sermon. The speaker
addresses his hearers more than once towards the close as ¢ Brothers
and sisters’ (§§ 19, 20). Elsewhere he appeals to them in language
which is quite explicit on the point at issue. ‘Let us not think,’ he
“says, ‘to give heed and believe now only, while we are being admonished
by the presbyters; but likewise when we have departed home, let us
remember the commandments of the Lord, etc.’ (§ 17). And again a
little later he speaks still more definitely; ¢ After the God of truth,
I read to you an exhortation to the end that ye may give heed to the
things which are written (i.e. to the scriptures which have just been
read), so that ye may save both yourselves and him that readeth in the
midst of you’ (§ 19). These words remind us of the language in
which Justin, who wrote within a few years of the probable date of this
homily, describes the simple services of the Christians in his time.
¢On the day called Sunday,” he says, ‘all remaining in their several cities
and districts, they come together in one place, and the memoirs of the
Apostles [i.e. the Gospels, as he explains himself elsewhere] or the
writings of the Prophets are read, as long as time admits. Then, when
the reader has ceased, the president (¢ mpoearess) in a discourse (8ed
Aoyov) gives instruction and invites (his hearers) to the imitation of these
good things. Then we all rise in a body and offer up our prayers’
(Apol. i. 67, quoted in the notes on § 19). Here then is one of these

20—2
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exhortations, which is delivered after the ‘God of truth’ has been first
heard in the scriptures® ; and, this being so, the preacher was doubtless,
as Justin describes him, ¢ mpoeards, the leading minister of the Church,
i.e. the bishop or one of the presbyters, as the case might be.
A different view indeed has been taken by Harnack. He supposes that
the homily was delivered by a layman®, drawing his inference from the
mention of the presbyters (in § 17 just quoted) as persons whom the
preacher and his hearers alike were bound to listen to. But this
language can only be regarded, I think, as an example of a very
common rhetorical figure, by which the speaker places himself on a
level with his audience, and of which several instances are furnished by
the genuine Epistle of Clement, who again and again identifies himself
with the factious brethren at Corinth (see the noteon § 17). On very rare
occasions indeed we read of laymen preaching in the early Church ; but

" such concessions were only made to persons who had an exceptionally
brilliant reputation, like Origen®. As a rule, this function belonged to
the chief ecclesiastical officer in the congregation. A presbyter did
not preach when the bishop was present; a deacon was for the most
part regarded as incompetent to preach on any occasion *,

The question therefore respecting the class of writings to which this
document belongs is settled beyond dispute. The homiletic character
of the work was suggested long ago by Grabe and others; and in my
own edition I had regarded the opinion that it was a sermon or treatise

Cesarea (Euseb. 4. E. vi. 19), writing to
Demetrius of Alexandria, defend them-

1 Exception has been taken to this
expression uerd 70 Oedv Tijs dAnlelas.

Zahn (Gott. Gel. Ans. p. 1418) and
Donaldson (Z%e!. Rev. January, 1877,
P- 46) propose Aéyor for Oedv, while
Gebhardt suggests Tévwy or Tévov (TONGN
or TONOY for TON®N). But it is difficult
to see why our preacher should not have
used this phrase, when he elsewhere in-
troduces an evangelical quotation with
Néyee & Oeds, § 13; see the note on the
passage. We do not even know whether
the lesson to which he here refers was
taken from the Old or the New Testa-
ment.

% See p. Ixxii, note 11, p. 138 (ed. 2).
So also Hilgenfeld, p. 106 (ed. 2).

3 The objections raised in his case
show that the practice was rare. Alex-
ander of Jerusalem and Theoctistus of

selves for according this privilege to
Origen, as follows; wpooéfnke 8¢ 7ols
ypdupasw, 8¢ Toiro oldé wore HKolaly
ovd¢ viw yeyévyray, 76 TapovTwy ériokbrwy
Aaixods ophelv, odk old’ 6mws wpopavds ol
A0 Néywy, 8mwov yolv edploxovrar ol
émurhSeior wpds T dpehev Tods &dehgods,
kal wapakahobvrar TG ANad wposou\ely
vmd Tév drylwy émiakorwy, domep év Aapdy-
dous Edehmis Uwd Néwvos xal év 'Ixovly
av\ivos vmo Ké\oov kal év Zuwddois
Oeddwpos Umo ' ATTikol TGV paxaplwy doel-
¢av: elros 8¢ kal év dN\Nows Témots ToiTo
~yiveshar, nuds 8¢ pi eldévac.

4 See Bingham Antig. XIV. 4. 2, 4,
Augusti Christl. Archdol. V1. p. 315 sq.,
Probst Lekre u. Gebet pp. 18 sq., 222.
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rather than a letter as prima facie probable, though so long as the end
was wanting this view could not be regarded as certain’. On the other
hand the theory propounded by Hilgenfeld, that we had here the letter
of Soter bishop of Rome to the Corinthians, mentioned by Dionysius of
Corinth about A.D. 150 (see pp. 3, 174, 180), was eagerly accepted by
subsequent critics and editors. In a courteous review of my edition
which appeared in the Academy (July 9, 1870) Lipsius espoused this
theory as probable. And still later, on the very eve of the discovery of
Bryennios, Harnack in the excellent edition of the Patres Apostolici of
which he is coeditor had confidently adopted Hilgenfeld’s opinion ;
¢ Nullus dubito quin Hilgenfeldius verum invenerit,’ ¢ Mireris... neminem
ante Hilgenfeldium verum invenisse’ (Prol. pp. xci, xcii, ed. 1). This
view was highly plausible and attractive; but it was open to one
objection which I pointed out as fatal to it. It did not satisfy the
primary conditions of the letter mentioned by Dionysius of Corinth,
which was written in the name of the whole Roman Church, whereas
our author speaks in the singular throughout (p. 180 sq.).

But while the newly recovered ending decides the character of the
document beyond the reach of dispute, it leaves the questions of
Place, date, and authorship still undetermined. On all these points we
are obliged to fall back on such slight indications as the homily from
time to time affords.

(i) As regards the place, Corinth seems to me still to have the
highest claims to. be considered. If the homily were delivered in that
city, we have an explanation of two facts which are not so easily
explained on any other hypothesis. '

First. The allusion to the athletic games, and presumably to the

1 See esp. pp. 177, 178. I call at-
tention to this, because my view has been
misrepresented. Thus Lipsius (4cademy,
July 9, 1870) says of me, ‘He holds
strongly with Hilgenfeld that the docu-
ment is really a letter, not a homily.’
So far from holding this view strongly,
I have stated that we find in the docu-
ment ‘nothing which would lead to this
inference,’ and again that it ¢Zears mo
traces of the epistolary form, though it
may possibly have been a letter’; but
I did not consider that in the existing
' condition of the work certainty on this
point was attainable, and I therefore

suspended judgment. When my able
reviewer goes on to say of me ‘He also
agrees with Hilgenfeld in the opinion,
that the epistle was composed during the
persecution under Marcus Aurelius,’” he
imputes to me a view directly opposed
to that which I have expressed (p. 177).
I think also that the reader would
gather from the manner in which I am
mentioned by Harnack (p. lxvi, note 32,
p- Ixxv) as ‘refuting’ Grabe, that I had
maintained the document to be an epistle
and not a homily; though probably this
was not intended. See the Addenda on

p- 179, 1. 32 sq.
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Isthmian festival, is couched in language which is quite natural if
addressed to Corinthians, but not so if spoken elsewhere. When the
preacher refers to the ‘crowds that ‘land’ to take part in the games
(eis Tovs Ppfaprovs dydvas karaméovow, § 7) without any mention of the
port, we are naturally led to suppose that the homily was delivered in
the neighbourhood of the place where these combatants landed. Other-
wise we should expect eis Tov "IoOudv, or els Kopwbov, or some explana-
tory addition of the kind®.

Secondly. This hypothesis alone satisfactorily explains the dissemi-
nation and reputed authorship of the document. It was early attached
to the Epistle of Clement in the Mss (see p. 247) and came ultimately
to be attributed to the same author. How did this happen ? The First

‘Epistle was read from time to time in the Church of Corinth, as we

know. This homily was first preached, if my view be correct, to these
same Corinthians; it was not an exfempore address, but was delivered from
a manuscript?®; it was considered of sufficient value to be carefully pre-
served ; and (as we may venture to suppose) it was read publicly to the
Christian congregation at Corinth from time to time, like the genuine

Epistle of Clement.

1 Thus in Plat. Eutkyd. 297 C veworl,
ot dokety, karawemwhevkdry, where the word
is used absolutely, we naturally under-
stand the place in which the speaker is
at the time,

2 § 19 merd Tdv Oedv 775 dAnbelas dva-
yiwvwokw Yulv Greviw els TO wposéxew
T0ls yeypauuévoss, a xal éavrods adanre
kal 7o dvaywdokorra év duiv. Itis
possible however, that the homily was
originally delivered extempore and taken
down by short-hand writers (raxvypdgoc,
notarii), and that the references to the
reader were introduced afterwards when
it was read in the Church as a homily.
The employment of short-hand writers
was frequent. We read of discourses of
Origen taken down in this way (Euseb,
H.E. vi. 36): and Origen himself on one
occasion (Comm. in loann. vi. Pref., 1v.
p. Io1) excuses himself for not having
gone on with his work by the fact that
the ¢ customary short-hand writers’ were
not there, xal ol gumifeis 8¢ Tayxvypdpo
phy wapdvres Tob Exeabar TGV Imayopedoewy

The fact that these Corinthians took for public

ékwhvov; comp. Photius Bibl. 121. At
a later date this became a common mode
of preserving pulpit oratory: see Bing-
ham Ant. xiv. 4. 11, It was not un-
common for sermons and lectures to be
taken down surteptitiously: see Gaudent.
Pref. p. 220 (Patrol. Lat. XX. p. 831
Migne) ‘notariis, ut comperi, latenter ap-
positis’ (with the note). On stenography

-among the ancients see Ducange Glos-

sarium V. p. 642 sq. (ed. Henschel)s. v.
MNota, together with the references col-
lected in Mayor’s Bibl. Clue to Lat. Lit.
P- 175sq. See also Contemporary Re-
view October 1875, p. 841 note. This
alternative is suggested by Harnack
Zeitschr. f. Kirchengesch. 1. p. 268. The
hypothesis would at all events have the
merit of explaining the incoherence and
looseness of expression which we find in
this work; but in the absence of evi-
dence it is safer to assume that the ser-
mon was committed to writing by the
preacher himself.
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reading not only the Epistle of Clement, which might be thought to
have acquired a peculiar sanctity by its venerable age, but also the
much later letter of the Romans under bishop Soter, shows the practice
of this Church in reference to uncanonical documents. In this way it
would be bound up with the Epistle of Clement for convenience. In
such a volume as is here supposed, the Epistle of Clement would be
numbered and entitled thus:
a
KAHMENTOC TIPOC KOPINBIOYC
with or without the addition emictoAn; while the homily which stood
next in the volume might have had the headmg
B
TTPoC  KOPINGIOYC

with or without the addition Aoroc or owmiAla, just as Orations of Dion
Chrysostom bear the titles Tpoc aAeZaNApeic, TIPoc amamelc; the
author of the sermon however not being named. In the course of
transcription the epmmeration &, B, would easily be displaced, so
that the twop works would seem to be of the same kind and
by the same author'. As a matter of fact, indications are not
wanting in our existing authorities, that after this homily had
been attached to S. Clement’s epistle it remained anonymous in the
common document which contained both works. In the Alexandrian
Ms there is no heading at all to the so-called Second Epistle (see pp.
22, 174). This fact however cannot be pressed, for it seems not

unlikely that the title has been cut off*

1 This opinion was arrived at indepen-
dently of the remarks of Zahn (Go#t. Gel.
Anz. Nov. 8,1876, p. 1430 sq.),and I am
the more glad to find that he accounts for
the common heading of this sermon in a
similar way.

2 This possibility was overlooked by
me in my edition pp. 22, 174. My at-
tention was directed to it by a remark of
Harnack (Z. /. X. 1. p. 275, note 1),
who however incorrectly states that in A
the First Epistle has ¢ page-headings over
the columns.’ There is only one such
page-heading, which stands over the first
column as the title to the work. Having
omitted to inspect the Ms myself with this
view, I requested Mr E. M. Thompson

But in the case of the Syriac

of the British Museum to look at it and to
give me his opinion. His report is to

. this effect :

The title to the First Epistle has
small ornamental flourishes beneath. Be-
tween the bottom of these and the text
there is a space of § of an inch, Over
the first column of the Second Epistle
(where the title should be, if there were
any) the top of the leaf is cut obliquely
so that the space left between the top of
the leaf and the text varies from % to £ of
an inch. Thus the space is quite con-
sistent with the supposition that the title
has been cut away. Moreover there is
a single spot at the top of the page,
which may have been the end of an
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Version the testimony is free from suspicion. Here the genuine letter
is called in the heading not ‘The First Epistle of Clement’ but ¢ The
Catholic Epistle of Clement, as if it were the only known letter written
by this father (see p. 233). In both cases however the scribes them-
selves have in some other part of their respective Mss designated our work
the Second Epistle of Clement; and this fact renders. the survival of
the older form only the more significant.

For these reasons I adhere to Corinth as the place of writing. On
the other hand Harnack has with much ability maintained the Roman
origin of this document’; and it is due to his arguments to consider
them. :

The external evidence seems to him to point in this direction. He
remarks on the fact that this writing appears to have been very little
known in the East during the earliest ages. It is first mentioned by
Eusebius, and Eusebius himself, as Harnack argues from his language,
only knew it from hearsay®. It is very far from certain, however, that
this is the correct inference from the historian’s words, loréov & s xai
Sevrépa mis elvar Aéyerar 1ob KMijuierros émarohij ob pajv & opoiws f
mporépg kal Tavrqy yvépyuov émordpefa, Sre pndé tods dpyalovs adrj
kexpnpévovs lopev (H. E. iii. 38). The hearsay implied in Aéyeras
may refer equally well to the authorship as to the contents of the
book. In other words, Eusebius does not throw any doubt on the
existence of such a work, but on its genuineness; and the language
which follows suggests that the historian was himself acquainted with it.
If the testimony of Eusebius be set aside, the earliest reference to its
contents is found in the Quest. & Resp. ad Orthodoxos § 74, falsely
ascribed to Justin Martyr®. This work is supposed to have been
wr@tfen at the end of the fourth or beginning of the fifth century, and,
as Harnack says, unless all appearances are deceptive, to have
emanated from the Syro-Antiochene Church®. Our next direct witness
in point of date is probably the Alexandrian ms, about the middle of

ornamental flourish under the title, though  seitung Feb. 19, 1876.

this is-doubtful. 2 Z. /. K. 1. p. 269sq.; Prol p. Ixiv,
The photograph for the most part note 2.
represents these facts fairly well. 8 The passage is quoted above, p. 167

1 In two careful and valuable articles
in the Zeitschrift f. Kirchengeschichte 1. p.
264 5., P- 329 5q., as well as in the prole-
gomena to the 2nd ed. of the Patres
Apostolici Pt. i, p. Ixivsq. He stated
this view first in a review of the edition
of Bryennios in the Zheologische Literatur-

-

sq. For the reasons which make it
highly probable now that the Pseudo-
Justin refers to the so-called Second
Epistle, and not (as there maintained)
to the First Epistle, see the Addenda
on p. 16%, 1. g and the notes on ii. § 16.

4 See the article by Gass in Iligen’s
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the fifth century. From that time forward the testimonies are neither
few nor indistinct (see above, p. 174 sq.)".

This evidence is somewhat slight ; but it cannot be alleged against
the Eastern origin of the work. Such as it is, it e/ emanates from the
ZLast. Neither early nor late do we hear a single voice from the
West testifying to the existence of this Clementine writing, except such
as are mere echoes of some Greek witness. External testimony there-
fore, though it may not be worth much, is directly opposed to
Harmack’s theory.

From the internal character of the work again Harnack draws the
same inference. He remarks on the close resemblances to the
Shepherd -of Hermas, and thence infers that it must have emanated
‘ex eadem communione ac societate®.’ Thus he makes it a product
of the Church of Rome.

If these resemblances had referred to any peculiarities of the
Roman Church generally, or of the Shepherd of Hermas in particular,
the argument would have been strong. But this is not the case. The
most striking: perhaps is the doctrine of the heavenly Church (§ 14).
But the passage which is quoted in my notes from Anastasius (see
below, p. 327) shows that this distinction of the celestial and the
terrestrial Church, so far from being peculiar, was a common character-
istic of the earliest Christian writers. And the statement of Anastasius
is borne out by extant remains, as will appear from parallel passages
also cited there (pp. 325, 328). Again the pre-incarnate Son is spoken
of in both documents as ¢ Spirit’; but here also, though such language
was repugnant to the dogmatic precision of a later age, the writers of
the second century and of the earlier part of the third constantly use
it without misgiving (see above, p. 20z). Again both writings speak
of baptism as ‘the seal,” and the exhortation to purity of life takes
the form of an injunction to ‘guard the seal.’” But in this case likewise
we have an image, which is common in Christian writers of the second
century (see above, p. 198 sq.). Nor are other coincidences wanting,
though less striking than these.

On the other hand the two writings present marked contrasts on
points of special prominence. There is a wide divergence for instance be-
tween the rigid, almest Encratite, view of the relations between the sexes
which our Clementine author enunciates®, and the reasonable position

Zeitschr. f. d. hist. Theol. 1842, 1V. p. 143  writer, the author of 4post. Const. i—vi.

5q., quoted by Harnack Z. /. K. 1. p. 274. 3 Prol. p. Ixx sq.: comp. Z. /o K. I. .
1 The references in my notes seem to  pp. 340, 344 5., 363.

show that it was known to a very early 3 § 13 To0T0o Néyer Wwa ddeNgpos k.7,
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of Hermas, which led the fierce Tertullian to denounce him as ‘pastor
meechorum’.’ And again the difference of language regarding the
relations of the two covenants is equally great. I cannot indeed
regard the author of the Shepherd as a Judaizer, any more than I
could regard our Clementine writer as a Marcionite: but the tendency
of the one is to see in the Church a development of the Synagogue,
whereas the other delights to set them in sharp contrast. = And alto-
gether it may be said that the points of difference in the two documents
are more fundamental than the points of coincidence.

(i) The second question, relating to the daf of this work, receives
some illustration from the newly discovered ending, though not so
much as might have been hoped. Generally speaking the notices in
this portion confirm the view which was indicated in my edition (p. 177),
that it belongs to the first half of the second century, nor do they contain
anything that is adverse to this view. Harnack, as the result of a
thorough examination of the whole epistle, sets the limits of date as
A.D. 130—160; and, if it emanated from Rome (as he supposes to
have been the case), he thinks that it must have been written within
the first two decades of this period, i e. within A. D. 130—150"

This view is reasonable. If it were necessary to mention any limits
of date, where so much uncertainty exists, I should name A.D. 120—140;
but, as there is nothing in the work which militates against a still
earlier date, so again it is impossible to affirm confidently that it
might not have been written a few years later. The two main points

On the other hand Hermas (Mand. iv. 1)
writes 'Evré\\opal got, ¢nel, puNdooeww
T dyvelar: kal pY dvaBawérw gov érl
hy kapdlav wepl ~yvvaixds dXhorplas 4
wepl woprelas Twos 7 wepl TowlTWY TWEY
Suowudrwy wovmp@y' ToUTO Ydp Wolwy
duaprlay peydqy épydly: tis 8¢ adjs
pvnuovebwr wdvrore yuvaikds ovdé-
wote dpaprhoets. In this same sec-
tion the husband is enjoined to take back
into his society the wife who has been
unfaithful, and just below (§ 4) second
marriages are permitted to Christians,
though the greater honour is assigned
to those who remain in widowhood. On
the other hand Harnack (Z. /1 X 1.
P. 348) quotes Vis. ii. 2 7§ ovufly ogov
79 peXNovoy gov adeAgf, as showing
that Hermas looked upon the single life

as the ideal state, and he concludes that
neither writer ¢ thought of stopping mar-
riage among Christians for the present.’
It is not clear what the words in 77s. ii. 2
may mean; nor again is it certain that
our Clementine preacher intended to en-
force an absolute rule or to do more than
give counsels of perfection. But the fact
remains that the direct language of the
one is in favour of latitude, of the other
in favour of restraint.

1 Tertull. de Pudic. 10 ‘scriptura Pas-
toris quee sola meechos amat...adultera et
ipsa et inde patrona sociorum,’ . 20 ‘illo
apocrypho Pastore meechorum.’

3Z f K. L p. 363; comp. Prol
P- Ixxiii sq. (ed. 3), where, supposing it
to be of Roman origin, he places it not
later than A.D. 135—140 (145).
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in which the recently recovered portion strengthens the existing data
for determining the age of the document are these.

First, We are furnished with additional information respecting’
the relations of the author to the Canon of the New Testament. He
distinguishes between the Old and New Testament: the former he
styles ‘the Books,” ‘the Bible’ (ra B:8Aia), while the latter (or a part
of it) is designated ‘the Apostles’ (§ 14). This distinction separates
him by a broad line from the age of the Muratorian writer (c. A.D. 170
—1380), of Irenzus, and of Clement of Alexandria, i.e. from the last
quarter of the second century. The fact also that he uses at least
one apocryphal Gospel, which we can hardly be wrong in identifying
with the Gospel of the Egyptians (see above, pp. 192, 193, 207 sq.),
apparently as an authoritative document, points in the same direction,
The writers just mentioned are all explicit in the acceptance of our
four Canonical Gospels alone, as the traditional inheritance of the
Church. This argument would be very strong in favour of an early
date, if we could be quite sure that our homily was written by a
member of the Catholic Church, and not by some sectarian or half-
sectarian writer. On this point there is perhaps room for misgiving,
though on the whole it seems the more probable supposition. The gene-
ral acceptance of this homily and its attribution to Clement certainly
point to a Catholic origin; and in its Christology also it is Catholic
as opposed to Gnostic or Ebionite (see above, p. 182), but its Encratite
tendencies (not to mention other phenomena) might suggest the
opposite conclusion. :

On the other hand our preacher quotes as scripture’ (§ 6) a saying
which appears in our Canonical Gospels. But this same passage is
quoted in the same way in the Epistle of Barnabas, which can hardly
have been written many years after A.D. 120 at the very latest, and may
have been written much earlier ; and even Polycarp (§ 12), if the Latin
text may be trusted, cites Ephes. iv. 26 as ‘scripture.’ Stronger in the same
direction is the fact that in the newly recovered portion our anonymous
author introduces a saying of our Lord in the Gospels with the words
*God saith’ (§ 13), having immediately before referred to ¢ the Oracles of
God’ in this same connexion, and that he elsewhere describes the
reading of the Scriptures as the voice of ‘ the God of truth’ speaking to
the congregation (§ 19). As regards this latter passage however we do
not know whether the scriptural lessons which had preceded the delivery
of this homily were taken from the Old or from the New Testament.

Secondly. The relations of the preacher to Gnosticism furnish an
indication of date though not very precise. He attacks a certain type
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of this heresy, but it is still in an incipient form. The doctrinal point on
which he especially dwells is the denial of the resurrection of the body,
or (as he states it) the resurrection of this flesh’ (§§ 8, 9, 14)'. As the
practical consequence of this denial, the false teachers (§ 10 xaxodidacxa-
Aodvres) were led to antinomian inferences. They inculcated an indif-
ference (dSwagpopia) with regard to fleshly lusts, and they permitted their
disciples to deny their faith in times of persecution. This antinomian
teaching is denounced by the preacher®. But his polemic against
Gnosticism does not go beyond this. There is no attack, direct or
indirect, on the peculiar tenets of Valentinus and the Valentinians, of
Marcion, or even of Basilides. And not: only so, but he even uses
language with regard to the heavenly Church which closely resembles
the teaching of Valentinus respecting the =on Ecclesia (see below,
p. 328), and which he would almost certainly have avoided, if he had
written after this heresiarch began to promulgate his doctrine®. In like
manner the language in which he sets the Church against the Synagogue
would probably have been more guarded, if it had been uttered after
Marcion had published his Antitheses in which the direct antagonism
of the Mosaic and Christian dispensations was maintained. As it is a
reasonable inference from the near approaches to Valentinian language
in the Ignatian Epistles that they were written in the pre-Valentinian
epoch ¢, seeing that the writer is a determined opponent of Gnosticism,
and would not have compromised himself by such language after it had
been abused, so also the same inference may be drawn here.

These considerations seem to point to a date not later than A.D. 140:
and altogether the topics in this homily suggest a very primitive, though
not apostolic, age of the Church. Whether we regard the exposition of
doctrine or the polemic against false teachers or the state of the Christian
society or the relation to the Scriptural Canon, we cannot but feel that
we are confronted with a state of things separated by a wide interval
from the epoch of Irenzus and Clement of Alexandria, At the same
time other arguments have been alleged in favour of an early date,
which will not bear the stress that has been laid upon them. Thus it is
said that the preacher betrays no knowledge of the writings of S. John,
or possibly even of S. Paul®. As regayds S. John, I have called attention

1 See above, p. 201, Z. f. K. 1. pp. 359, 360.
* See above, pp. 177, 201, and comp. 4 See Contemporary Review, February
§ 16. 1875, P- 357 5q.

8 This argument drawn from the rela- 5 Harnack Prol. p. Ixxiii, Z. £ K. L
tion of the writer to Gnosticism is justly p. 361 sq. He regards it as uncertain,
insisted upon by Harnack Pro/. p. Ixxii, though probable, that our author had
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to an indication that our author was not unacquainted with the Fourth
Gospel (see p. 336), though the inference is not certain. As regards
S. Paul, I cannot see any probable explanation of his appeal to ¢ the Apo-
stles’ as supporting his doctrine respecting the heavenly Church, except
that which supposes him to be referring to S. Paul, and more especially
to the Epistle to the Ephesians—not to mention echoes of this Apostle’s
language elsewhere in this homily'. But even if it be granted that he
shows no knowledge of the writings of either Apostle, does it follow
that he had none? What numbers of sermons and tracts, published in
the name of authors living in this nineteenth century, must on these
grounds be relegated to the first or second! And again, if he says
nothing about episcopacy?, does it follow that he knew nothing about
it, and therefore must have written before this institution existed?
This argument again would, I imagine, remove to a remote antiquity
a large portion, probably not less than half, of the theological literature
of our own age.

(iii) But, while criticism suggests probable or approximate results
with regard to the locality and the date, it leaves us altogether in the
dark as respects the awthorship; for the opinions maintained by the
three editors who have discussed this question since the recent dis-
covery of the lost ending, must, I venture to think, be discarded. All
three alike agree in the retention of Clement as the author, but under-
stand different persons bearing this name.

(1) In the first place Bryennios (p. pv#) maintains that the homily
is the work of none other than the famous Clement whose name it
bears, the bishop of Rome. This view however has nothing to recom-
mend it, and has found no favour with others. Indeed all the arguments
which were urged against it, when the work was still a fragment, are
considerably strengthened, now that we have it complete. Thus for
instance the gulf which separates our preacher from the genuine Clement
in their respective relations to the New Testament Scriptures (see above,
P- 176 sq.) has been widened by the additional evidence furnished on
this point. And again the divergence of style between the two writings
has been still further emphasized by the recent discovery. Indeed to
those who had studied the two works carefully in their fragmentary state,
no proof of the genuineness of the recent discovery could have been more -

read S. Paul’s Epistles. At the same nymous, this fact can hardly surprise us.
time he considers it strange that S. 1 See the notes pp. 187, 189, 198.
Paul’s name is not mentioned. As most 3 Harnack Prol. p. Ixxii, Z. f. K. L. p.
of our author’s quotations (even when  359.

taken from the Old Testament) are ano-
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satisfactory than the finding that each document, as distinguished from
the other, retained in the new portions the most subtle peculiarities
of thought and diction which had been observed in the old.

(2) On the other hand Hilgenfeld (p. xlix, ed. 2) surmises that the
author was not the Roman Clement but the Alexandrian. He argues
that our preacher was not a presbyter, but a catechist’. He points to
the passage (§ 19) in which (as he reads it) the duty of studying
¢ philosophy’ is inculcated®. And, as Dodwell had done before him
(see above, p. 180), he imagines that he sees resemblances in this sermon
to the style and thought of the Alexandrian Clement. He therefore
suggests that this was an early production of the Alexandrian father.

The inference however with regard to the preachers office is
highly precarious, as we have seen already (p. 304); nor does it
materially affect the question. The mention of ‘philosophy’ again
disappears, when the passage is correctly read. The Syriac Version
shows clearly that ¢ulomoveiv is the true reading, and that ¢ilooodpety,
as a much commoner word, was written down first from mere inadvert-
ence by the scribe of C and afterwards corrected by him®. Nor again
is it possible to see any closer resemblance to the Alexandrian Clement
in the diction and thoughts, than will often appear between one early
Christian writer and another; while on the other hand the difference
is most marked. The wide learning, the extensive vocabulary, the
speculative power, the vigorous and epigrammatic expression, of the
Alexandrian Clement are all wanting to this sermon, which is con-
fused in thought and slipshod in expression, and is only redeemed from
common-place by its moral earnestness and by some peculiarities
of doctrinal exposition. Where there is want of arrangement in the
Alexandrian Clement, it is due to his wealth of learning and of thought.
In our author on the other hand the confusion is the result of in-
tellectual poverty. Nor again is the difference between the two writers
less wide as regards their relation to the Canon of the New Testament.
It is true that both alike quote the Gospel of the Egyptians, and (as

In both

1 See pp. xlix, 106. He explains
§ 17 €l yap dvrolis Egopev...dwd Ty eldis-
Awv droowdy xal kaTyxelv as referring
to the official position of the preacher;
but compare e.g. 1 Cor. xiv. 19, Gal.
vi. 6.

2 See pp. xlix, 84, 106.
"3 Compare the note on this word
ddomovetr § 19 (p. 338, 1. 8) with that on

peranfperac § 14 (p. 328, 1. 5).
cases the scribe has corrected the word
which he first wrote down, and in both
the correction is supported by the Syriac
Version. Hilgenfeld has consistently
adopted the scribe’s first writing in both
cases. On p. 84 he has incorrectly given
¢homotetv as the correction in C. It
should be ¢\omoveiy.
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it so happens) the same passage from this Gospel. But this very fact
enables us to realize the gulf which separates the two. Our author

uses this apocryphal work as authoritative, and apparently as his
chief evangelical narrative; Clement on the other hand depreciates
its value on the ground that it is not one of the four traditionally
received by the Church. Our author interprets the passage in ques-
tion as favouring ascetic views respecting the relation of the sexes:
Clement on’ the other hand refutes this interpretation, and explains it
in a mystical sense’.

(3) Lastly; Harnack is disposed to assign this homlly neither to
the Roman bishop nor to the Alexandrian father, but to a third person
bearing the name of Clement, intermediate in date between the two.

In the Shepherd of Hermas (V7. ii. 4) the writer relates how he
was directed in a vision to send a copy of his book to ¢ Clement,’ and
it is added “Clement shall send it to the cities abroad; for he is
charged with this business’ (wéufer obv KMjpns els 7ds &w wéles’
éxelvy ydp émrérpamrar). As Hermas is stated to have written this
work during the episcopate of his brother Pius (c. A.D. 140—155),
it is urged that the Clement here mentioned cannot have been the
same with the illustrious bishop of Rome® - Thus the notice in the
Shepherd gives us another Roman Clement, who flourished about the
time when our homily must have been written. Here, argues Harnack, we
have an explanation of the phenomena of the so-called Second Epistle
of Clement. If we suppose that towards the end of the third century a

homily known to have emanated from the early Church of Rome and

1 Strom. iii. 13 p. 553 (quoted above,
p- 209 sq.). Julius Cassianus, like our
preacher, had interpreted the passage as
discountenancing marriage ; and Clement
of Alexandria controverts him, substitut-
ing another interpretation. While the
passage was still mutilated, the opinion
was expressed in my notes (p. 210) that
it was doubtful whether our author’s
explanation was more closely allied to
the interpretation of Cassianus or to that
of Clement of Alexandria, though I in-
clined to the latter supposition. The dis-
covery of the conclusion of the passage
however decides in favour of the former.

It is in reference to this very passage
from the ‘Gospel of the Egyptians, that
Clement of Alexandria urges in answer

to Cassianus, év Tois wapadedouévors Hulv
rérrapow elayyeMois ok Eopev 70 pyréy,
d\\' & 7§ xar’ Alyvrrlovs. Thus he is
diametrically opposed to our preacher on
the one point where we are able to com-
pare their opinions.

2 Prol. p. Ixxiv, Z. f. K. 1. p. 363 sq.
See also his remarks in the Z%eolog.
Literaturs. Feb. 3, 1877, p. 855 sq.
The distinction of this Clement men-
tioned by Hermas from the famous
Roman bishop is maintained also by
G. Heyne (Quo tempore Herme Pastor
seriptus sit, 1872, p. 15 sq.) quoted in
Harnack, and by Skworzow (Patrol.
Unters. p. 54 sq.): see also Donaldson
Apostolic Fathers p. 330, ed. 2.
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bearing the name of Clement was carried to the East, it would not
unnaturally be attributed to the famous bishop, and thus, being
attached to his genuine epistle, might easily before the close of the
fourth century be furnished with the incorrect title KMjuevros mpos
Kopuwbiovs émoroly 8.

This view has much more to recommend it, than the two which
have been considered already. But the foundation on which it rests
is insecure. Notwithstanding the chronological difficulty, it is not
easy to resist the conviction that the famous bishop of Rome himself
was intended by the author of the Shepherd. The function assigned
to him of communicating with foreign cities is especially appropriate
to one who was known as the author and transmitter of the epistle
written in the name of the Roman Church to the Corinthians. Nor,
if we remember the obscurity which shrouds the authorship and date
of the Shepherd, is the chronological difficulty serious. The Shepherd
indeed is stated by our earliest authority, the Muratorian Fragmentist,
to have been written during the episcopate of Pius'. But, considering
that we only possess this testimony in a very blundering Latin transla-
tion, it may reasonably be questioned whether the Greek original
stated as much definitely. Again, it is quite possible that, though the
book may have been published as late as A.D. 140, yet the epoch
of the supposed revelation was placed at a much earlier period
in the writer's life, while the Roman bishop was still living. For,
though the latest date mentioned by any authority for the death of
the Roman bishop is A.D. 100 or 101% yet no weight can be attached
to any testimony which we possess on this point, and we may without
hesitation suppose Clement to have lived several years after the close
of the century, if independent facts seem to require it. Even if this
explanation of the chronological difficulty should fail, the possibility
still remains that Hermas is a nom de plume assumed by the brother
of Pius for the purposes of dramatic fiction, and that the epoch of

1 The words in the Muratorian Canon
are ‘ Pastorem vero nuperrime temporibus
nostris in urbe Roma Hermas conscripsit
sedente cathedram urbis Roma ecclesize
Pio episcopo fratre ejus’ (see Westcott
Canon pp. 519, 530, ed. 4), when some
obvious errors of orthography and tran-
scription are corrected. Considering the
blunders of which' this translation else-
where is guilty, the probability is that the

translator would not carefully distinguish
between the absence and presence of the
article, e.g. between éxwalnuévov and
700 émikalnuévov: see Philippians p.
166 sq. There is no reason to suppose
that the notice in the Liderian Chronicle
¢Sub huius [Pii] episcopatu frater eius
Ermes librum scripsit etc.’ is independent
of this notice in the Muratorian Canon.
2 Euseb. 4. E. iii. 34.
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this fiction is placed by him half a century or so before he wrote,
and while Clement the bishop was still living. In this case he may have
had in his mihd the Hermas mentioned by S. Paul among the Roman
Christians. On the whole however it seems probable that, like Dante’s
relation to Beatrice in the Commedia, the fiction of the Shepherd is
founded on the actual circumstances of the writer's own life.

As all these hypotheses fail us, we must be content to remain still
in ignorance of the author; nor is it likely now that the veil
will ever be withdrawn. The homily itself, as a literary work, is
almost worthless. As the earliest example of its kind however, and
as the product of an important age of which we possess only the
scantiest remains, it has the highest value. Nor will its intellectual
poverty blind us to its true grandeur, as an example of the lofty moral
earnestness and the triumphant faith which subdued a reluctant world
and laid it prostrate at the foot of the Cross.

CLEM. 21
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kal T &pcen MeT4 TAC BHAeiac oyTe &pcen oyTe

0ANY, TOUTO Aéyel, lva ddeAgos idwv ddegry tovdévt

ppovii mwept avTis OnAvkdy, undé Ppovy T mepl avTov

dooevikoy. TaUTa Vudy ToVVTWY, Proiv, éNevoeTal
51 Bacihela Tov waTpds mov.

XIII.

2 008y Ppori] ovdév.gpovet C.

"Adengpol todvt 70n woré meTavoriowuey:

3 unde] add. quum soror videbit fratrem S.

6 "Adengol oly] 'AdeNgol [mov] S, omitting ov. As S commonly renders ddehgol
alone by MR fratres mei, it is uncertain whether the translator had uov in his text.

1. kal 75 dpoev kv \.] The lacuna
in the Alexandrian MS commences
after roiro: see p. 209. But the
previous words in the sentence are
here printed again for the sake of
convenience.

2. ovdév] The previous editors,
while substituting ¢pov for ¢povei,
have passed over ovdév in silence,
But with ¢povj we should certainly
expect pndév. The reading ovdér
can only be explained by treating
ovdév Op\ukdév as a separate idea,
‘should entertain thoughts which
have no regard to her sex’, so as
to isolate 098¢y from the influence of
fva; but the order makes this ex-
planation very difficult. The gram-
mars do not give any example of
the use of oV (o¥8év) which is ana-
logous; see Kiihner 11 p. 747 sq.,
Winer §Iv. p. 599 sq- The sentence
is elliptical, and words must be
understood in the second clause,
undé [ddendn idoiga ddehpov] Ppovi
k1. Similar words, it will be seen,

" are supplied in the Syriac; but I
attribute this to the exigencies of
translation, rather than to any differ-
ence in the Greek. text which the
translator had. Gebhardt ingeni-
ously reads und’ 7j0¢; but 7de...avrod
does not seem a natural combination
of pronouns here.

4. ¢noiv] It does not follow that
the preacher is quoting the exact

words of the Gospel according to
the Egyptians; for ¢noiv may mean
nothing more than ‘he says in effect’,
‘he signifies’. See e.g. Barnab, 7
olrw, Pnoly, of Oéhovrés pe 186iv k.T.\,,
a passage which has been wrongly
understood as preserving a saying
of Christ elsewhere unrecorded, but
in which the writer is really giving
only an explanation of what has
gone before. This use of ¢noiv
occurs many times elsewhere in
Barnab. §§ 6, 10, 11, 12, where the
meaning is indisputable.

XIII. ‘Let us therefore repent
and be vigilant : for now we are full
of wickedness. Let us wipe out our
former sins ; and not be men-pleasers.
Yet we must approve ourselves by
our righteousness to the heathen,
lest God’s Name be blasphemed, as
the Scriptures warn us. And how
is it blasphemed? When the Ora-
cles of God command one thing,
and we do another: for then they
treat the Scriptures as a lying fable.
When for instance God’s Word tells
us to love those that hate us, and
they find that, so far from doing
this, we hate those that love us,
they laugh us to scorn, and they
blaspheme the holy Name’.

6. ovv] This particle cannot stand
after the vocative, and indeed is
omitted in the Syriac, Perhaps odv
is a corruption of pov, as dadelgoi
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viwpey éml 1o dyalov: pecTol ydp éomev moAAids
dvolas kal mownplas, éEaleiywuey dP’ rfuwy Ta mpo-
Tepa duapTiuata, kal peTavorneavres éx Yxis ocwlo-

\ ’ ) ’ \ ’
uev. kal pi qywopela dvbpwrdpearor undé OGénwuev
4 3 ~ » 7/ > AR | -~ 3 ’
uovov éavrols dpéokew, dANa kel Tois Efw dvfpwrots s
>\ ~ 4 e/ \ 3 e~ \
émi T Bu'catoa'u:q], w‘a "ro,ovo;m O riuds un Braogn-
~ ¢ 1 LY \ o '
untat. Aéyer yap kai 6 Kupios Aid mantdc 16 dnomé moy
BAachHMeITAl EN TACIN Toic éoNeciN' Kal maAw Oval Al On
BAachHMeITAI TO ONomd moy v Tim PBAacPrueiTar;

6 0 tvoua] add. Domini S.

8 Bragpmueitac] add. 8’ vuds S.

See the lower note.

nuds & Néyouer S.
pov occurs severat times, §§ 9, 10, IT;
or the scribe has here tampered with
the connecting particles, as he has
done elsewhere (§ 7 ©ore ody, ddehpoi
pov), and in this case has blundered.

1. wipope énikr] 1 Tim. ii. 26
dvaviiYoow...els 16 éxelvov OéAnpa,
1 Pet. iv. 7 viyare es mpogevyds,
Polyc. Pkil. 7 viiovres mpos as evyds.

2. éfa\eiyopev] Harnack quotes
Acts iii. 19 peravorjoare odv xal
éxiorpéyrare els 10 éfaketdpbiivar
Yudv ras dpaprias.

4. dvfpomdpeaxo] Ephes. vi. 6,
Col. iii. 22. See also the note on
dvfpomapeaxeiy 1gn. Rom. 2.

5. éavrois] ‘ome another’, i.e.
‘our fellow-Christians’, as rightly
explained here by Harnack; comp.
§ 4 év 7§ dyawdy éavrovs, § 12 Nakdper
éavrois d\rjfeav, but not § 15.

rois &fw avlpdmois] € the heathen’.
For the expression of &fo see the
note Colossians iv. 5.

6. 10 dvopal ‘the Name’; so
Tertull. /dol. 14 ‘ne nomen blas-
phemetur’. For other instances of
this absolute use, and for the man-

ner in which (as here) translators’

and transcribers supply the imagined
defect, see the note on Ign. Epkes. 3.

Huds] S; vuds C.
xdow] om. S.
9 évrlvi] add. 8¢ S: comp. ii. § 3.
11 fpdv] S; dudv C.

7 xal] S; om. C.
xd\w Odal 30 6¥] S; Aw C.
10 Vpds & Bovhopad]
12 Exeara] add. 3¢ S. 15 pibby

7- Aw wavrds xr.] From the
LXX Is. lii. 5 rdd¢ Néye: 6 Kipuos, Ac
upas &d warrds 16 Svopud pov Bha-
opnueiras év rois é0veaww. The Syriac
translator inserts 8 vduds, and omits
wdow ; but these are obvious altera-
tions to conform to the familiar LxX
of Isaiah. v

8. «xal wd\w Odal xr.d.] I have
adopted the reading of the Syriac
here, because the Greek text is
obviously due to the accidental o-
mission of some letters (perhaps
owing to homceoteleuton), a common
phenomenon in our MS. On the
other hand it is hardly conceivable
that any scribe or translator could
have invented the longer reading
of the Syriac out of the shorter
reading of the Greek. The Syriac
reading however is not without its
difficulty. If the first quotation Aw
ravrds kT is taken from Is. lii
5, whence comes the second Odai
xrA.? The explanation seems to
be, that Is. lii. 5 itself was very
frequently quoted in the early ages
Odal 8’ & (or 8 od) xr\ (see
instances collected in the note to
Ign. Zrall. 8), though there is no
authority for it either in the LXX or
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15 evar uolov Twa kal wAavmy. OTav qdp dkovowow
> e A~ [%4 14 3 \ » y ¢ A 2 2 ‘ a
map’ ripwy 0Tt Aéyet 0 Oeos Oy ydpic YMIN € dramaTe
ToYC dram@dNTac YMAc, &AAA ydpic YMIN ei dramdTe Toyc
€x0poyc kai ToYc Mico§NTAC YMACT TavTa OTav dkov-

Twa] add. delirii S, the word being doubtless added to bring out the force of
Kifov, 17 éANA] add. tére S. 18 éxfpols] add. vudv S. The addition of
pronouns is very common in S; and I have not thought it necessary to record

several instances which occur below.

in the Hebrew. Our preacher there-
fore seems to have cited the same
passage in two different forms—the
first from the LXX, the second from
the familiar language of quotation—
supposing that he was giving two
distinct passages.

9. é rim k7] This is no longer
any part of the quotation, but belongs
to the preacher’s explanation. He has
however put thewords into the mouth
of God Himself, after his wont: e.g.
§ 12 ravra Jpdy wowvytav k.T.\., § 14
mpjoare Ty odpka k.r.A. The read-
ing of the Syriac, uy moteiv fpas &
Aéyopew, is obviously a correction
to overcome this difficulty. For other
examples where this preacher begins
his explanations with év riv see
8309

I1. Td Adywa Tob Oeod] A synonyme
for the Scriptures; comp. Rom. iii.
2, Heb. v. 12; Clem. Rom. 19, 53,
62, etc. The point to be observed
is that the expression here refers to
an evangelical record: see the next
note below. Thus it may be com-
pared with the language of Papias,
Euseb. A. E. iii. 39 Marfaios...oqvve-
ypdyraro ta Aéyw, which must have
been nearly contemporaneous. See

Contemporary Review, August 1875,
P- 400 sq. Similarly our author
above § 2 quotes a Gospel as ypadsj
(see pp- 177, 190).

12, ¥rera x.r.\] Apost. Const.ii. 8
6 Towobros...Shacnpiar mpoaérpipre TG
kow Tijs ékxAnoias kal 17 ddaokalig,
os p1) mototvrav ékeiva & Aéyoper elvas
kald kT,

16. Xéyei 6 Oeds] ¢ God saitkh’. The
passage quoted therefare is regarded
as one of ra Adya rod Oeoti. As the
words of our Lord follow, it might
perhaps be thought that the expres-
sion Aéyec 6 Oeds refers not to the
Divine inspiration of the Gospel,
but to the Divine personality of
Christ, of whom the writer says § 1
obrws 8¢l rpds cppovely wepl ‘Inood
Xpworod s mept Geov. But, not to
mention that such a mode of speak-
ing would be without a parallel in
the early ages of Christianity, the
preceding ra Adysa Tot Oeov deter.
mines the sense here.

0% xdpis k7. A.] A loose quotation
from Luke vi. 32, 35 €l dyamire rods
dyardyras Upds, wola Spiv xdpis éotiv;
...TAj¥ dyamiare Tovs éxfpods Updy...
kai &ora o piarbos vudv wokvs. For the
use of yapis comp. 1 Pet. ii. 19, 20.
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matpos nuwy Ocol éoouela ék Tis ékkAnaias Tis wpw-

3 6m] om. S, perhaps owing to the exigencies of translation,
70 Oropa] add. 700 Xpiorod S.

Bhacgnueirac) add. odv S.

1. dyaforyros] ©goodness’ in the
sense of ‘kindness’ ‘beneficence’,
as dyafomoieiv in the context of St
Luke (vv. 33, 35). This substantive
does not occur in the N. T., and only
rarely (Wisd. vii. 26, xii. 22, Ecclus.
xlv. 23) in the LXX; the form com-
monly used being dyafwaim.

XIV. ‘If we do God’s will, we
shall be members of the eternal,
spiritual Church; if not, we shall
belong to that house which is a den
of thieves. The living Church is
Christ’s body. God made male and
female, saith the Scripture. The male
is Christ, the female the Church.
The Bible and the Apostles teach
us that the Church existed from
eternity. Just as Jesus was mani-
fested in the flesh, so. also was the
Church. If therefore we desire to
partake of the spiritual archetype,
we must preserve the fleshly copy
in its purity. This flesh is capable
of life and immortality, if it be united
to the Spirit, that is to Christ. And
the blessings which await His elect
are greater than tongue can tell.’

6. tis mpwms x.r.A.] This doc-
trine of an eternal Church seems to
be a development of the Apostolic
teaching which insists on the fore-
ordained purpose of God as having
elected a body of ‘men to serve Him
from all eternity; see esp. Ephes.

4 kal] om. S.
9 éx Ts ypagis

i. 3 sq. 0 edloyioas fpds év mdapy
edoyig mvevpariki év Tols émou-
paviois év Xpiord, xabds éfehéfaro
7pas év adrg 7pd kaTaBolijs kT pov
...wpoopicas fpas els vioBeaiav k.T.\.,
a passage aptly quoted by Bryennios.
The language of our preacher stands
midway in point of development,
and perhaps also in point of chron-
ology, between this teaching of S.
Paul and the doctrine of the Valen-
tinians, who believed in an eternal
xon ¢ Ecclesia’, thus carrying the
Platonism of our pseudo-Clement a
step in advance.

7. wpd fkiov k.r.\.] This expres-
sion is probably taken from Ps.
Ixxi (Ixxii). 5 owpwapapever 7§ fhip
kal wpo Tiis TENfyns yeveds yevedy
and 7&. ver. 17 wpd rod fjAlov Siapevel
75 Svopa avrod; for though in these
passages, as the Hebrew shows, mpé
has or ought to have a different
meaning (Aquila els wpoowmor Tis
aelvps, Symmachus &umpocfer rijs
oeljvys), yet it was commonly so
interpreted, as dppears from Justin
Dial. 64 (p. 288) dmodeixvuras...dre
odros (i.e. & Xpiords) kal wpd Tod
7Alov v, in proof of which statement
he cites the passages just quoted;
comp. 5. 45 (p- 264) bs xal mpd
éoapdpov kal ceNjins v, 34 (p. 252),
76 (p. 302); and so Athanasius ¢
Arian. i. 41 (1. p. 351) €l 8¢ kai, os
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TS, TS TVEVUATIKAS, TS TPO fiAiov Kal TeAqvns éxTio-

’ v 2\ \ \ ’
MEVns: éav O¢ un ToulGwEY

70 Oenua Kupiov, éoducla

€ THS ypapis THs Aeyovons 'Erentién 6 oikdc moy

éxkhnoias Tns {wis elva,
1 ~ s
O¢ Uuds dyvoely

T Neyobans] ex #is de quibus scriptum
S, omitting olv. See p. 321.

YdAet Aavi8 év 1 éBSopnkooTd mpiTe
Ya\ue, Ipd rod fhlov Siauéver 1o
Svopa avred, kal mpd Tiis celijrys els
yeveas yevedy, wids é\dpBavev & elyev
del x.r.A. Similarly too in his Expos.
¢n Psalm. Ixxi (1. p. 897) he explains
the two expressions, vv. 5, 17, mpd
aldvoy and mpd xaraBolils xéopov
respectively. Meanwhile Eusebius
Comm. in Psalm. ad loc. (Op. V. p.
800 ed. Migne) had mentioned and
rejected this meaning; o0 ydp mpd
Tiis celjvys, Tovreor: mpiv yevéobar
v cehjry, dAN’ évomor domep Kal
&umpoolev 1jyodpevos Tiis TeNiys.

For the idea see esp. Hermas Vis.
ii: 4 Tis odv éoriv; Pnul. ‘H 'ExxAyoia,
onoly. elmov ody adrg, Awr Ti olv
wpeaBurépa’; Oti, Pnoiv, mdvrev wparTy
éxriofn’ 8ua Tobro mpeoPurépa, xal dia
TadTw 6 kdopos karmpriodn, quoted by
Bryennios. Comp. also Orig. ¢. Cels.
vi. 35, where speaking of the phrase
dmoppoias éxxAnoias émiyeiov which
Celsus had attributed among other
absurdities to the Christians, he
writes, rdya é\j¢fn dwo Tob Vo Ty
Aéyeofar éxkhnoias Twds émovpaviov
xal kpeirrovos alévos dmdppolav elva
v éml yis éxxhyoiav. And see the
passages quoted in the notes on
ra¢ BiBAia k.TA. and dvrirvmov. Hil-
genfeld quotes Clem. Alex. Strow.
iv. 8 (p. 593) elkav 8¢ Tis ovpaviov
éxxhnoias 1 émiyews (this father has

e/ 5 (3 ’ Y \ -
WOTE OUY atpeﬂo-wpeea amo Tns

74 ~ ’ sf
va cwlouev. ovk olopat

174 G -
0Tt ékkA\nTia (woa cadmd  éctin

est S. 10 doTe obv] dore, ddeApol [pov]

just before cited Ephes. v. 2t sq.,
Col. iii. 18 sq.), #5. vi. 13 (p. 793)
al évratfa kard Ty éxkAnalay wpoxowal
o upipara, olpay, dyyehwis 86&ns
kdxelvys s olkoveplas Tvyxdvovow
#v dvapévew Qaclv al ypapal rods xar’
Txvos x.TA.

9. éx rijs ypadis k7] A loese
expression, meaning ‘of those persons
described in the Scripture’. The
Syriac translator has paraphrased
accordingly. The passage is Jer. vii.
11 pij omihawov A\pardv 6 olkds pov, o0
émiéqrae 76 Gvopd pov én’ avrd
x.T.\., to which also our Lord alludes
(Matt. xxi. 13, Mark xi. 17, Luke
xix. 46). For the application here
comp. Apost. Const. ii. 17.

10. dore odv] A pleonasm which
our author repeats elsewhere; §§ 4,7.

alperiodpeba] “choose’, prefer’;
a common word in the LXX. In
the N.T. it is found only Matt. xii.
18, in a quotation from Is. xlii. 1,
where however it does not occur in
the LXX. See Sturz Dial. Mac. 144.

11. 7ijs {wfis] Harnack writes ‘Iu-
daeorum synagoga est ecclesia mor-
tis’. The contrast however is not
between the Synagogue and the
Church of Christ, but between mere
external membership in the visible
body and spiritual communion in the
celestial counterpart.

12. oapd éorw Xpiorov] Ephes. i.
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Xpictof: Aéyer 7yap 1 ’ypa(Pﬁ ’EmoinceN 6 Oedc TON
inepwmon &pcen kal 8AAY' TO dpoev éaTiv 6 XpioTos,
70 O\ 1 éxkAnatas kal 0T Ta PBiBAia kai oi dmwooTo-
Aot Ty ékkAnaiav oV vov elvai, dA\a &vwlev [)\e"youb'w,

3 7 0A\v] kal 73 O4\v S.
prophetarum S.

23 15 éxxhyoia, fns éoriv 76 odua
adrot; comp. #5. iv. 4, I2 sq., 16,
v. 23, 30, Rom. xii. 5, 1 Cor. x. 17,
xii. 12—27, Col i. 18, 24, ii. 19,
iii, 15.

1. ’Emoipoev x.r.\.] Gen. i. 27
émolnoev ¢ ©eds Tov dvOpamov, kar
elkéva Ocov émoinaey avrov’ dpoev xal
67\v émoinaev avrovs. The applica-
tion seems to be suggested by S.
Paul’s treatment of this portion of
the Mosaic account, Ephes.v. 31sq.;
where, after representing the Church
as the body and spouse of Christ,
and quoting Gen. ii. 24, he says, 75
pvoripiov Tovto péya éoriy éyd Oé
Aéyw els Xpiorov kal [els] Ty éxxhy-
clav.

3. kal dri] Some words have
evidently dropped out in the Ms
here: see the introduction, pp. 246 sq.
The lacuna is conveniently supplied
by Aéyovaw 8ikov after dvwfev, as I
have done. This seems to me better
than the more obvious solution of
Bryennios, who would attach this
&7 to the preceding vpds dyvoeiv, and
understand merely ¢aai or Siddorovar
or the like. The Syriac translator
omits the drc and inserts a Aéyovar
or some similar word. This is
clearly an arbitrary correction.

v BiBAia xal of dwéororod] This is
a rough synonyme for the Old and
NewTestamentsrespectively. Though
the Apostolic and Evangelical writ-
ings are elsewhere in this epistle
treated as ypagal (§ 2) and even as
Adyia rod ©eot (§ 13), being thus co-

xal ori] atque etiam S.
4 ov o] add. dicunt S.

T4 BifNa] add.
Ayovew 87Aov] om. C S; see the

ordinated in point of authority with
the Old Testament, yet the term
ra BiBA\la, ‘the Books’, is not yet
extended to them. For somewhat
similar expressions for the Old and
New Testaments in early writers,see
the note on Ign. Philad. 5. The
exact mode of expression is however
unique. The Syriac translator’s
‘books of the prophets’ is the ob-
vious gloss of a later age.

But what Books of the Old Testa-
ment and what Apostolic writings
had the preacher in view?

(1) As regards the O.T. the an-
swer is partly supplied by his own
context. Inthe first place the history
of creation in Genesis is contem-
plated. Such treatment was alto-
gether in accordance with the theo-
logical teaching of his age. Anastasius
of Sinai (Routh’s Re/. Sacr. 1. p. 15;
comp. Anastas. Op. p. 860, Migne)
says, Hamiov Tob wdw Tob ‘lepamoliroy
T0b év 1§ émorlip Porjgarros, xal
K\jpevros Iavraivov tijs Alefar-
8péwv iepéws, xal *Appaoviov copord-
Tov, Ty dpxalwy kal mpeéTwy Gurgduy
énynrav, els Xpiordy xal
éxxAnoiav waoav Ty éfarpepov voy-
cavrov. We might almost suppose
that Anastasius was here alluding
to our pseudo-Clement, if he had
not in a parallel passage (p. 962
Migne), where he is again enume-
rating ancient interpreters who ex-
plained the statements respecting
paradise in Genesis as els T Xpiorod
ékknaiav dvadepopeva, specified Khij-
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lower note.

5 s kal & "Inoois Hudv, épavepdlny 8¢ x.T.\.] et vir eius autem

(38) spiritalis est, is qui est Sesus Christus Dominus noster, manifestatus est autem,

etc. S,

pns é Srpopareds. He writes again
(p. 964), ‘admirabiles ques diximus
interpretes...decreverunt...duos quos-
dam esse paradisos...tefrestrem et
cxlestem, qui cemitur et qui in-
telligitur, sicut etiam est Christus
ceelestis simul et terrestris, congru-
enter typo duarum ecclesiarum, ter-
rene, inquam, ef celestis civitatis
Domini virtutum etc.’ (a passage
which illustrates the language of our
preacher respecting the Church);
and he himself accordingly maintains
that whatever is said of Adam and
Eve applies to Christ and the Church
(e.g. pp- 999, 1007, 1027, 1050). - But
besides the Hexaemeron, our preacher
may have been thinking of other
parts of the O. T., such as Ps.xliv (xlv),
in which ‘the queen’ was already
interpreted of the Church (Justin
Dial. 63, p. 287). So too he would
not imprebably have the Song of
Solomon in his mind.

(2) As regards the ‘Apostles’
again his context indicates his chief
reference. The Epistle to the E-
phesians seemed to him more es-
pecially to inculcate this doctrine.
But he would find it elsewhere.
There are some indications that he
was acquainted with the Epistle to
the Hebrews ; and, if so, he would see
a confirmation of his view in wole
Ocoii {Gvros ‘Iepovaalipu émovpavie...
mavyvpe kal éxkAnoig mpoToTiéxwy do-
yeypappévov év ovpavois (xii. 22, 23).
Again such words as Apoc. xxi. 9, 10,
v ¥opdny THy yuvaika Tob dpviov...

6 Nuepaw] lemporum S.

v dylav ‘Tepovoa\ip karaBaivovoay
¥x Tob o¥pavod dmd Tod Ocod, would
suit his purpose admirably.

4. oV viv k.r\] ‘noft now for the
first time, but from the beginning’.
For this sense of dvwfer see Luke
i. 3, Acts xxvi. §; comp. Justin Dza/,
24 (p. 242) domwep dvobev éxnpiaoero,
5. 63 (p. 286) &1 &vwlev 6 Oeos...
yewiolas abrov Euelke, where it is an
explanation of mpé éooPdpov éyévimad
oe. Harnack compares Gal. iv. 26,
etc., but the opposition to »iy here
suggests the temporal rather than
the local meaning of dvwfey.

5. 6 ’'Ingois fpdv] sc. mvevparicds
v, so that ¢ ’'Inoods, not 7 éxkAnaia,

- is the nominative of égpavepwfn : comp.

§ 9 Xpiords S Xipeos, 6 odoas fpds,
dv pév ™ mpdrov wrebpa, éyévero
odpé xal olrws fpds éxdheoev. For
épavepaly 8¢ kA, comp. I Pet. i
20 Xpioroi mpoeyvoTpévov pév wpod
xaraPBolijs xéopov, Pavepwbévros 8¢
én’ éoxdrov (V.1 éoxdrav) Tdv xpd-
vy 8 vpds k..

6. én’ éoxdrov vév fuepdv] ‘when
the days were drawing to a close’,
¢at the end of all things’; a not
uncommon LXX expression, Gen.
xlix. 1, Deut, iv. 30 (v. 1), Dan. ii.
28, x, 14, Hos. iii. 5, Mic. iv. 1; and
so 2 Pet. iii. 3, but in Heb. i. 2 the
correct reading is én’ éoxdrov Tdv
ijpepov.

7. 2 1fj oapri Xpwrroo] When Christ
took a bodily external form, the
Church did thesame. Moreover this
external form might be said to be
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xal T0 mvevpa XpioTov, &pa ovv ¢ Vfpicas Ty oapka

3 drriruros] ¢ypus S, and so 7d dvrlrvror just below ; but this is probably owing to

the poverty of the language.

5 perakfyerau] C S.

In C however it was first

written dro\fperas, and uera is written above by the same hand. See the note on

pu\oxovely below, § 19.

év 1j gapxl avrod, since the Church
exists by union with Him,

1. Typiop avriv] ‘keep her pure
and undefiled’, ie. so far as con-
cerns his own conduct as one member
of the body. The believer in his own
special department is required to do.
that which Christ does throughout
the whole, Ephes. v. 27 mapacrijoat
&dofor miv éxnolay, py Exovoay
amidov 7} purida kT,

2. dmohyeras avmpv] i.e. by being
incorporated in the celestial, spiritual
Church.

4. 70 drritumov] ‘the counterpart,
or copy’. The Platonic doctrine of
ideas underlies these expressions.
The avferrexdv is the eternal, spiritual
archetype, the original document, as
it were, in God’s own handwriting:
comp. Tertull. de Monog. 11 ‘in
Graco authentico’, ‘the Greek origi-
nal’, before it was corrupted by tran-
scription ; de Praescr. 36 ‘ipsae au-
thenticae literae eorum’, ‘the auto-
graph letters of the Apostles’; Dig.
xxviii. 3. 12 ‘exemplo quidem aperto
nondum apertum est testamentum;
quod si authenticum patefactum est
totum, apertum’, where ‘authenti-
cum’ is the original, and ‘exemplum’

8 6 vBploas...

Thy éxx\nolav] is qui contumelia affecit car-

the copy; Julius in Athan. Agol c.
Avrian. 28 (1. p. 116) mpoexdpioe yeipa
O\dypaov avbevriciy, i.e. written
from first to last by his own hand’.
The dvrirvroy is the material, tem-
porary, manifestation, the imperfect
and blurred Zranscrip! of the original:
comp. Synes. Epist. 68 (p. 217) rois
rayvypapors Ta dvrirvma Sovvas TéV
tore ypapévrov émérafa, Epist. in
Athan. Apol. c. Arian. 85 (1. p. 158)
¢ dvririme Tob eiov ypapparos. For
dvrirvmov, thus contrasted with the
heavenly and true, comp. Heb. ix. 24
dvrirvma Tov dA\nfwov, where the
dvriruma are defined in the context
as 7a vmodelypara rév év Tois odpavois
and the dAnfuwd as avra ra émovpdna.
See also the anonymous Valentinian
in Eplph Her. xxxi. 5 (pp. 168, 169)
dvritumos Tob wpoovro: *AyevviiTov, dr-
rirvmov tijs mpoovans Terpados. And
more especially for the pseudo-Cle-
ment’s teaching here compare the
Valentinian language, Iren. I 5. 6
6 81 xal avro éxxhnaiay elvas Aéyovow,
dvritrumoy tijs dve ’ExkAjoias.
In such senses dvrirvmor depreciates
relatively ; and with this meaning
the material elements in the eucha-
rist were commonly called by the
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10 \VeTar ToU mvevuatos, 6 éoTw 6 XpioTos.
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dvvarar 1 gapf alrn peralaBetv {wnv kal dpbapoiav,
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koAMnOévros avTn TOU mvevuaTOos TOU dryiov.
.

ovTe

~ ’ ~ a < ’ <
éfamety  Tis dvvaTar oUTe AalAnoar & vitoimacen O

Kypioc Tols éxk\ekTols avTou.

XV. Ovk olopar 8¢ 87t mxpav cvpBovAiay émrowmn-
3 A . ’
ocauny mepl éykpaTelas, Ny Toujgas Tis 0V METavonoeL,

nem suam contumelia affecit carnem Christi ecclesiam S. ‘This might possibly repre-
sent 8 9Bploas v adpra [y 18lar, o5 Xpirrod Tiv edpra] JBpicev, Tiv dxhyotay, the
words in brackets having been omitted in C by homeeoteleuton; but I am disposed

to regard it as merely a paraphrastic rendering of S.

fathers dvrirvma of the body and
blood of Christ, e.g. Apost.Const.v. 14,
vi. 30, vii. 25 : see Suicer 7%es. s.v.
On the other hand dvrirvmov is some-
times opposed to rvmos, as the fin-
ished work to the rough model,
the realization to the foreshadowing,
in which case it extols relatively ;
comp. I Pet. iii. 21.

5. &pa odv k.r\.] This apparently
refers not to what has immediately
preceded, but to an application which
the preacher has made of an evan-
gelical text several chapters before, § 8
dpa odv ToiTo Néyet Tnprjoare Ty adpxa
dymy k1. It is almost impossible
however to trace the connexion of
thought in so loose a writer.

7. Tiv odpka] as being the dody
of Christ. This language does not
occur in S. Paul, for in Ephes. v. 30
éx Tijs oapxds avrod is an interpolation.
The relation of Christ to the Church
is represented by S. Paul as that of
the %ead to the body, whereas here it
is that of the spirif to the body, so
that ‘body’ is equivalent to ¢ flesh’.

Altogether our preacher seems to
be guilty of much confusion in his
metaphor in this context; for here
the relation of flesh to spirit repre-

15 éwotpoduny] add. vulv S.

sents the relation of the Church to
Christ, whereas just above it has re-
presented the relation of the earthly
Church and Christ to the heavenly
Church and Christ. The insertion
in the Syriac does not remove the
difficulty. See the criticism of Pho-
tius on the.inconsequence of this
writer’s sentiments, quoted above on
§ 1, p. 187, :

1I. perakaBeiv] with an accusa-
tive, as e.g. Acts xxiv. 25, and com-
monly in classical writers. On the
different sense of the two cases with
this verb see Kiihner II. p. 294 sq.
The propriety of the change here
will be obvious. Similarly 1o avfer-
TikOY perakiyrerat above.

12, rob mvevparos Tob dylov] See
above pp. 202,227. The languagehere
is still more unguarded than in § 9.

13. éfeumeiv] ‘express’: Clem. Rom.
48. .
& frolpacer] A reference to the
same passage of which part has been
already quoted by our preacher at
the end of § 11. See the note on
Clem. Rom. 34, p. 114.

XV. ‘He, that obeys this exhorta-
tion to chastity, will save both him-
self and the preacher. It is no small
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ocapey dikaior kal 8oiol, Tva pera wappnolas aiTopev
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Tov Oeov Tov AéyovTa 'ETi AaAoyYnTéc coy épd iAoy mdp-
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€MIT TOUTO fdp TO pHpa MeYaAns éoTiv émayyelias
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onueior: éToudTepov yap éavrov Aéyer o Kipos eis
-~ ~ ’
70 diddvar TOU aiTOUVTOS. TOTAUTNS OUV XpNGTOTHTOS
peTarapuSavovres un plovicwuey éavtols Tvyely ToooU-

§ 0 Néywr xal dxobwy] S translates as if it had read § 7e Néywr xal § dxodww.
perd wlorews xal dydwys] cum caritate et cum fide S, transposing the words. On the

repetition of the preposition see above, p. 239.

10 els 70 8i:36vac Tol alroiwvros] 77

#lud ut det petitionem eius qui petit ab ipso S, thus supplying a substantive to govern

recompense to convert and save a
perishing soul. Faith and love are
the only return that speaker and
hearer alike can make to God their
Creator. So therefore let us be true
to our belief, for God promises an
immediate response, declaring Him-
self more ready to give than we to
ask. We must not grudge ourselves
these bounties of His goodness; for
as the rewards of submission are
great, so the punishment of disobedi-
ence is great also’.

15. olopas] The word has oc-

curred twice already in this writer
8§ 6, 14.
. 1. xal éavrdy kr.] 1 Tim. iv. 16
xal geauTor owoels xal Tods drovorrds
aov. See also below, § 19. Harnack
quotes Barnab. I palov gvyyxaipe
épavrg éAnifwy gobijvas, dri dAnbés
BAénw év vty éxxexvpévoy...mreipa.

2. mobdsk.r\.] James v. 20 6 émre-
arpéyas dpuaprolov éx whdvns odov

ﬁ\'\

adroi cdoes Yuxv éx favdrov T

4. dvryuobiav] A favourite word
with our author, especially in this
connexion ; see the note on § 1.

7. 8ixatot xal daeor] See on §§ 1, 5.

8. "Eri Aahovwrés x.rd.] Is. lviii.
9 0 Beds elgaxovoeral gov, ére Aakois-
Tos aov épel "800 mdpeyu. Comp.
Apost. Const. iii. 7, where, as here, it
is quoted épd (though with a v.l1),
probably (as Lagarde points out)
from a confusion with Is. Ixv. 24 &
Aakovrrwy alrev épa, Ti éoriv; So too
it is given ‘dZcam’ in Iren. iv. 17. 3,
but épei in Justin Disal. 15 (p. 233).

11. 7ob alroiwvros] sc. els o alreiy
¢ more prompt to give than the asker
is to ask’; as in the Collect ‘more
ready to hear than we to pray’. The
Syriac translator has misunderstood
the sense.

XVI. ‘Therefore let us repent
and return to God betimes. If we
conquer our appetites and desires,
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t) ~ 14 A [ \ o \ e/ -~
Twy dyalov. 8oy yap rdovny Exel Ta pnuaTa TavTa
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TOls MOUICACWY aVTd, TOCAUTNY KATAKPLOW EXEL TOIS

Tapakovoacy.

XVI. “Ware, ddengpoi, dpopurv Aafovres ov

~ A o 7
JuKpay €ls TO peTavoriGat, kaipoy ExovTes émiaTpé wuey

3\ \ 4 e ~ 14 174 s s \
émi Tov kaléocavta nuas Oeov, Ews €Tt €Exouev TOV

TapadexOuevoy nuas.

s\ \ ~ 3 4 ’
éav qap Tals ndvrabeiais Tav-

rais drorafupeba xkal Ty Juxiv fudv vicicouer év
¢ ui wowly Tds émbuuias avTis Tas mownpas, peTa-
Ay oueba Tob éNéovs 'Inooi. [wvwokere 8¢ 8Tt épyetan
70n ¥ dmépa THS Kploews dc kAIBaNOC KaidmeNoc, Kai

' - - 1 -~ -~
rakicontai trwest TN ofpandn, kal wdoa 4 yn s

~ 700 alrobvros and mistaking the sense.

igitur hac jucunditate et bonitate Dei jucundamur S.
18 7dv mapadexdpevov] patrem qui accipit S, i.e
23 'Inoot) Domini nostré Fesu Christi S.

16 ddengol] add. dyamyrol S.
IIPA for ITAPA-

we shall obtain mercy of Jesus. For
be assured, the day of judgment is at
hand ; as a heated furnace shall it
be ; the heavens shall be fused and
the earth shall be as melting lead;
and all the deeds of men shall be
revealed. Almsgiving is a token of
repentance. Fasting is greater than
prayer, and almsgiving than both.
Love covereth a multitude of sins,
and prayer delivereth from death.
Blessed is he that aboundeth in these
things. For almsgiving removeth
the burden of sin’.

- 16. dgopuy AaBovres] So Rom.
vii. 8, 11. Conversely ddoppy 8-
3ovas 2 Cor. v. 12, 1 Tim. v. 14, Ign.
Trall. 8.

17. xapdy ixores] So § 8 éws
éopev xapdy peravoias, § 9 ds Eyoper
Kkatpov Tov {abijvas.

. 19. Tov mapadexdpevov] It is yet
the xaipos edmpoadexros (2 Cor. vi. 2).
nduralelais] See again § 17. Not

11 TooalTys ... perakauSdvovres] guoniam
12 Tocobrwy] TotovTwy (?) S.

a Biblical word. On this word, which
was highly distasteful to the Stoics,
see Wyttenbach on Plut. Mor. 132
C. It occurs at least as early as
Xenophon, Cyr. vii. 5. 74.

20, dmorafdpefa] See on § 6,

22. &yxerar x.r ] Mal iv. 1 1800
fpépa Epxeras katopévy os k\iBavos.

24. wes] This is obviously cor-
rupt, though both our authorities
are agreed. I think that for rwes we
should probably read [ai] Suwdueus,
the expression being taken from Is.
xxxiv. 4 xal raxjoorras wacas ai Suwd-
pes TéY ovpavdy; comp Agoc. Petr.
in Macar. Magn. iv. 7 (p. 165, Blondel)
xal Toxjoerar waca Svvams odpavoi.
Where the MS was torn and letters
had dropped out, it might easily be
read TiNec. Comp. 2 Pet. iii. 7, 10,
Ordc. Sib. iii. 689 sq., Melito Aol 12,
p-'432 (Otto). Though the existing text
might be explained with Harnack and
Hilgenfeld by the common belief in
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uoNBos éml mupl Tnkomevos, kal TOTE (pavnoeTal Ta
4 1 \ s ~ 9 ’ A} >
kpUpia kal ¢pavepa épya Tav dvbpomwy. Kkaldv ovy
éNenpoaUyn &s peTdvola duapTias' Kpeloowy vnoTela
wpooevyiis, €NenuoaUvn O¢ duoTépwys Arimm Aé Ka-

3 kpeloowy worela wpocevxTs) bonum jejunium, oratio, S; but probably | has
dropped out. This insertion would bring the Syriac into conformity with the Greek.

several heavens (comp. e.g. Orig. c.

Cels. vi. 23), I can hardly think that -

our Clementine writer would have ex-
pressed himself in this way, even if
he had believed that some of the
heavens would be spared from the
conflagration. The pseudo-Justin
Quest. ad Orthod. 74 probably refers
to this passage: see the Addenda on
p- 167, 1. 9.

1. polBos] This seems to be the
correct form in the LXX generally,
Exod. xv. 10, Num. xxxi. 22, Job
Xix. 24, etc. Both pokiBos and poAiB-
8os are certified by their occurrence
in metre.

2. «kpiia xal pavepd] An exhaus-
tive expression: comp. Wisd. vii. 21
doa Té éori kpunTa kal éppavi Eyvev.

xa\ov odv &.7.\.] If there is no cor-
ruption in the text of this passage, it
offers another illustration of the cri-
ticism of Photius on our pseudo-
Clement, Bibl. 126, quoted above,

p- 187. This however may be doubt-’

ful. The preacher seems to be
thinking of Tobit xii. 8, 9 dyafov
wpooevy)) perd worelas xal é\enposi-
vis kal dikaiootvys ... kakdv moifjoas
Aenpocimy {j Onoavploas xpvoiov®
é\enpoaiyy yap éx bavirov prerar kal
adr dmoxabapiet waoavapapriav, where
the first sentence as read in R is
dyabov mpooevy) pera wpoTelds Kai
\enpoovvn perd Sixatoolvns Vmép dp-
¢érepa. Here the very same function
*éx favdrov pleobar, which our text as-
signs to prayer, is assigned to alms-
giving, Moreover our text having

stated that almsgiving is greater than
prayer immediately afterwards as-
signs a more important work to
prayer than to almsgiving. These two
facts combined throw doubt on the
integrity of the text. It would seem
as though somewords had been trans-
posed and others perhaps omitted.

3. &s perdvoia dpaprias] ¢ as repent-
ance from sin is good’, if the text be
correct; for the sense will hardly
allow us to translate ‘as being re-
pentance from sin’. I suppose that
é\enpoovyy here has its restricted
sense of ‘almsgiving’, as in every
passage where it occurs in the N.T.

4. dugorépwv] See Ecclus. xL
24 Umép dpcpérepa é\enpooivy pioce-
rai, where however the dugdrepa
are ddehoi xai PBonbea els xaspow
O\irprews.

dydmn 8¢ k.r.\.] Taken from 1 Pet.
iv. 8, where it is doubtless a quota-
tion from Prov. x. 12. See the note
on Clem. Rom. 49, where also it is
quoted. There can be no doubt that
in the original context it refers to
passing over without notice, and so
forgiving, the sins of otkers,; nor is
there any reason for interpreting it
otherwise as adopted by S. Peter or
by the genuine Clement. In James
v. 20 the expression xa\dyres wAjbos
dpapridv seems still to be used of the
sins of others, but in the sense of
‘burying them from the sight of
God, wiping them out by the con-
version and repentance of the sinner’.
On the other hand our preacher
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5 AYnTel mAfBoC AMAPTIGN' Tpogevyn O¢ €k KkaAis GUVEL-

’ [} 4 (N4
dnoews ék Oavatov puetar.

pakdpios mas 6 evpebels

év TovuTois wAnpnst éNenuocUrn yap Kovpwua duap-

Tias ylveTal,

XVII.

4 E\enpociry 8¢] add.

seems certainly to take it as mean-
ing ‘atones for a multitude of one’s
own sins’, as it is taken by some
modern commentators : and so too
Tertull. Scorp. 6. Clement of Alex-
andria is hardly consistent with him-
self. In Strom. ii. 15 (p. 463) he ex-
plains it of God’s love in Christ
which forgives the sins of men;
whereas in Quis div. salv. 38 (p.
956) he takes it to mean that love,
working in a man, enables him to
repent and put away his own sins;
and so apparently in Strom. i. 27 (p.
423). Origen In Lev. Hom ii. § 5 (11
P. 190) refers it to the man’s own
sins ; but the turn' which he gives to
the passage is shown by his quoting
in juxtaposition Luke vii. 47 dpéwrrac
avri)s al apaprias al wokkal, 8r¢ fjydmy-
oev molv—an explanation which re-
moves the doctrinal objection to this
interpretation, though the exegetical
argument against it from the econnex-
ion of the passage in its original con-
text (Prov. x. 12) still- remains.

5. xakijs ovvedijoews] Heb. xiii.
18. A commoner expression is dyafy
guveidnais ; see the note Clem. Rom.
41. For xafapa guveidpois see Clem.
Rom. 45 with the note.

6. éx Bavdrov puerat] This is said
of é\enpogiyn in Tobit iv. 10, xii. 9
(already quoted); and of Sixatoatsy,
which also signifies ‘almsgiving’, in
Prov. x. 2, xi. 4; but not of mpocevyr.
See the note on kakév ody kir.A. above.

7. é] Comp. Ecclus. 1. 6 oeAqy
wN\ipns év fpépais.

CLEM.

Meravonowuey

oy € ONns rapdias, iva
rirelior (xpeloawr) S.

enpoain yap k.r.\.] Prov. kvi. 6
(xv. 27) é\eppouivais kai mioreow
dﬂoxaﬂaipowm dpapria, Ecclus. iii. 30
enpoovvy éfildoeraidpaprias: comp.
Dan. iv. 24 ras dpaprias oov év é\en-
podivais Avrpooa: (Theod.).

xovhopa dpaprias] i.e. ‘removes
the load of sin’, as with- Bunyan’s
pilgrims. So 3 Esdr. viii. 83 0%, Kv-
pié, 6 xovpigas tds dpaprias rpdy;
comp. Ezr. ix. 13 éxot¢hioas fjpav fds
dvoplas.

XVII. ‘Let us therefore repent
lest we perish. For, if we are com-
manded to convert even the heathen
from their idolatry, how unpardon-
able would it be to allow the ruid
of a soul which has once known the
true God! Therefore let us assist
the weak, that we and they alike
may be saved. And let us not give.
heed only while we are listening to
the instructions of our presbyters, but
also when we have departed to our
homes. Let us also meet together
more frequently, and thus endeavour
to make progress ih the command-
ments of the Lord: He has déclared
that He will come to gather together
all nations and languages. Then the
unbelievers shall see His glory and
shall bewail their past obstinacy.
Their worm shall not die; and their
sufferings shall be a spectacle to all
men. Meanwhile the righteous, see-
ing their torments, shall give glory
to God, because there is hope for
His true and zealous servants’.

9. Meravojooper k7] The ex-

22
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Wi TIS HuEY TapamoAnTat.
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2 lva xal Tolro wpdoowuer] S; xal Tobro wpdogouer (om. wa) C. Similar omis-

sions of wa appear in~AC in § 48 éfouoNoynoduas (where S is correct), and in S

itself in ii § 11 Komowueda (where AC are correct).
S, as if wpds: but it perhaps does not represent a different reading.
kal morever] S; mTebew Kxal wposéxew C.
domum dimissi fuerimus et cessaverimus ab his omnibus S.

pression peravoeiv é§ S\ns [is] xapdias
has occurred already § 8, and will
occur again § 19; comp. also § 9
peravoijoar é€ elhipivovs kapdias.

* I. wapamolyras] ‘perish by the
way,i.e.* unexpectedly,through care-
lessness, without sufficient cause’; as
e.g. Lucian Gymn. 13 opé ovdevis
peydhov &vexa mapamoNhupévas, Nigr.
13 8é8owka pi) wapawohnras perafd
Novduevos, Hermot. 21 mepioyer pe
mapamolopevor.

évronas &xopev] It was our Lord’s
command, Matt. xxviii. 19 sq. ; comp.
Mark xvi. 15. If we adopt the reading
of the Greek Ms, kai ToiTo mpacaoney
must be taken as parenthetical so
far as regards the structure, ‘and we
obey this command’; so that dmo-
omway will then be governed by é»-
ToAds Exopev.

4. ovA\dBopuey k.T\.] ‘Lol us there-
Jore assist one another, that we may
elevate the weak also as concerning
that which is good’. This may be the
meaning, if the text is correct; but
it would seem as though some verb

5 wepl] C; ad (adversus)
7 wpooéxew
9 €ls olkov dralayduer] C;
The variation might

had fallen out after xkal. For éavrois
see the note on §13; and for dvayew
comp. Clem. Rom. 49.

6. kai émorpéyropev] to be con-
nected with ovA\dBwpev, and not
made dependent on édres, as it is
punctuated by Bryennios.

7. p) povov dpre xxN.] This
clearly shows that the work before
us is a sermon delivered in church
(see p. 304 sq.); comp. § 19 pera Tév
Oeov tijs d\nbeias dvaywdoke vuiv é-
revfw kT

8. 1év mwpecBurépwv] “the pres-
byters’ who delivered their exhorta-
tions after the reading of the Scrip-
tures; see the note on § 19 pera
7ov- ©eov krA. This sermon itself
was obviously such an exhortation;
but the preacher, doubtless himself a
¢ presbyter’, puts himself in the posi-
tion of his hearers and uses the
third person, by a common form of
speech, to avoid egotism: comp.e.g.
Clem. Rom. 63 rjovydoarres tis pa-
raias oTdCEwS...KATAVTODULEY.

10. dvrirapekdpcbal ‘ de dragged
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10 povevwuey Tov Toi Kuplov évraludrwv, kal pq dvri-
waperkopela dmo Ty kooukdy émbvudy, dAla
TUKVOTEPOY  TpOTEp)OMEvol Telpwpela  mpokomTew €y
Tais évrolals Toi Kupiov, Tva wdvres T0 avTo ¢po-
vovvTes ouvnypévor euey éml Ty {wiv. elmev ydp O

15 Kt;ptos‘ "Epyomal cynararein maNTa TA EONH, OYAAC Kal
rAdccact ToUTo 3¢ ANéyer Ty nuépav Tiis émipaveias
avTov, 87 éNbwv Avrpwcerar fuds éxagTov ratad Ta

’ ~ w , ~ \ \
€pY®  @UTOU. Kai GyoNTal THN AdZaN aUToU Kal TO

easily be explained by an omission in C owing to homceoteleuton, but it is more
probably a periphrastic rendering of S to express the full force of draX\drresfas:
see above p. 239. 12 wpogepxduero] wposevyduevor S. 16 T jpépar]
super (de) die S. 18 v Sdtav abrod kal 8 kpdros] gloriam ejus in robore et
potestate S. This again might be explained by an omission in C owing to the repe-
tition of similar beginnings of words, T9» 86fav avrol [xard Ti¥ Svvamv (or To¥

off in the opposite direction’; comp.
Pers. Sat. v. 154 ¢ duplici in diversum
scinderis hamo’. The lexicons do
not give this word.

II. xoomkdy émbumdv] The ex-
pression occurs Tit. ii. 12. The word
xoopixos is apparently not found in
the LXX, and only once besides (in
a somewhat different sense) in the
N.T, Heb. ix. 1.

12. wvkvdrepov mpoaepyopevor] com-
ing more frequently’, i.e. ‘to this
place of meeting’, or perhaps ‘to
the presence of God’ (comp. Heb.
x. I, 22, Clem. Rom. 23, 29). On
these injunctions to more frequent
services, see the note on Ign. EpA.
13 omovddlere wukviTepov ouvépyeo-
6ar; comp. ib. Polyc. 4 wvkvérepov
owaywyal ywéoclwoav. The Syriac
reading however may be correct.

14. ¢ Kupws] Perhaps meaning
¢ Christ’, as Harnack takes it, re-
ferring to § 3, where Is. xxix. 13
seems to be put into the mouth of
our Lord.

15. "Epyopas k.r.\.] FromIs. lxvi. 18

&yxopar cuvayayely wivra & vy kal
Tds y\docas, kal ffovoe kal dyovral
7w 80fav pov. There is nothing cor-
responding to ¢uvkas in either the
Hebrew or the LXX ; and our preach-
er must have got it from the familiar
combination of ¢ nations and tongues’
in Daniel, e.g. iil. 7 ®mavra Ta &y
¢vhal kai yYAéooac in the LXX.

16. TovTo 8¢ Néye] “but by this he
means’: see the note on § 8,

v fjuépav kr\.] The same ex-
pression has occurred § 12, where
see the note on émipavelas.

17. Avrpégerar] It is called fjuépa
drolvrpsoens in Ephes. iv. 30. For
other passages, where dmoldrpoots
refers to the final redemption, see
Luke xxi. 28, Rom. viii. 23.

ékaorov x.T\.] As only those who
shall be released are contemplated,
this must imply different grades of
happiness. I do not see sufficient
reason for doubting the genuineness
of Avrpdoerac.

18. «ai dyrorrat] A continuation
of the quotation from Isaiah, the

22—2
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loxiv)] xal T6 kpdros; but such an expression in Greek would be very awkward. It
is more probable therefore that robur et potestas is a double rendering of 7o xpdros.
The preposition (in place of the conjunction) may then be accounted for in two
ways; (1) The translator read xard xpdros for xal T xpdros; or (2) A Syriac
transcriber inadvertently wrote 3 for Y. The latter explanation seems to be more

probable : see above p. 296.

intervening words being a paren-
thetical explanation. See also Matt.
xxiv. 30, Rev. i. 7.

1. femabioovral] ‘shall be a-
mased’, as 1 Pet. iv. 4, 12. The
active evifovra, ¢ perplexing ’, ‘amaz-
ing’, occurs in Acts xvii. 20. This
sense is found in Polybius and from
his time onward. See also the note
on feviopov, Ign. Epkes. 19.

70 Baoikewov] “the kingdom’ or
¢ sovereignty’ ; see the note on § 6.
We must understand év ¢ ’Inood
¢in the hands, in the power, of Jesus’,
as in the common idiom elvat & 7o :
see Rost u. Palm Griech. Worters.
s.v.évi.2. b,

3. ovds] ¢ Thou wast He’; see
esp. John viii. 24 éav p) weoredonTe
dre éyd elpt, dmobaveicle év rals
dpaprias Ypdv, ib. ver. 28 vire yvd-
ceabe dri éyd elpe, xiii. 19 Ta
mioTevonTe...0re €yd elpt. The

1 30vres] eldbres (from c3d|res) S.

P
2 70U KOTpOV]

preacher seems to be alluding to
this language of our Lord, as re-
corded by St John.

5. 6 oxdAné krA] From Is. Ixvi.
24, the last verse of the prophet.
Our preacher has already quoted
this passage § 7; see the note there.

8. Grav dyovrar] ‘when men
shall see’, the nominative being sug-
gested by the preceding els dpaow
wday aapxl. For the future indicative
with drav see Winer xlii. p. 388; but
no dependence can be placed on the
MS in such a case.

9. mapaloyigapévovs] ‘ played false
with’, ‘attempted to cheal’; see
Ign. Magn. 3 rov ddparov mapahoyi-
{eras (with the note)

10. eVmpayjoavres] If the reading
be correct, it must mean ‘having
been virtuous’ and not (as else-
where) ‘having been prosperous’;
comp. Swkatompayeiv.
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mundi kuius S. See the note on § 19 é&v 7 kdong.
8 7uiv] S: vuiv C.
&rovrai] add. év dyal\udoe S.
20 ¢puvywr] ¢edywr C; S has n~5a which perhaps

Néyorres] et tunc dicent S.
14 wupl] et igne S.
17 oiv] add. ddengol [rov] S.
represents ¢vywr.

11 dvrrafeias] See the note on § 16.

12. doroxijoavras] ‘missed the
mark’, ‘gone astray’; see 1 Tim.
i. 6, vi. 21, 2 Tim. ii. 18 The word
is not uncommon in Polybius and
later classical authors. :

14. wupl doBéore] Matt. iii. 12,
Mark ix. 43, Luke iii. 17, For the re-
ference of pseudo-Justin to this state-
ment see the Addenda on p. 167,L 9.

XVIIL. ‘Let us take our place
with those who, having served God,
will join in this thanksgiving. 1
myself, though I am still surrounded
by the temptations of the devil, yet
strive to follow after righteousness,
that I may escape the judgment to
come’.

19. wavbapaprerés] The word is
not given in the lexicons. Compare
wavlapapryrds Apost. Const. vii. 18,
Barnab. 20 (where the Mss agree in
writing it without an aspirate), rarrd-

év 7 'Inoob] om. S.
12 did] 7 &a S.
15 3u3dvres] S; Sdvres C.

8ixos Philo de Creat. Pr. 3 (11 p. 362).

21. dpydvois] ‘the instruments,
engines’; comp. Ign. Rom. 4. The
word does not occur in the N.T.;
and in the LXX it seems to be ap-
plied only to musical instruments
or military engines, or the like.
The metaphoy here is probably
military; comp. 2 Macc. xii. 27
év0dde dpyavov xal Bedy molhal
wapabéoeis, and see Ephes. vi. 16
14 Bé\n Tob mormpod [ra] wemvpopéva.
The preacher finds himself év dug-
Bolg, the enemy having environed
him with his engines of war.

22. Siatogtvyy Sudkeww] A phrase
occurring in the Pastoral Epistles,
1 Tim. vi. 11, 2 Tim. ii. 22 (comp.
Rom. ix. 30).

xav éyyls] ‘at all events mear,
if I cannot actually reach it’. For
this use of xdv comp. Ign. Epkes. 10
xiv ék Tov Epyay, with the note.
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“Ware, ddehpol kai dlehPai, peTa TOV
’ ’ ’ 4 LI s! Ed A
d\nfeias dvaywwokw Vuiv EvtevEw eis To
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Tols ryeypaupévors, va kal éavrovs CwWoNTE
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kal TOV dvaywackovta év vuiv: pualov yap aite vuas
-~ ef ~ A

"TO METavonoal éf OAns KapSias O'w-rnpt'av éavTols Kat

{wnv Sidovras.

~ \ ’ \ ~
TOVUTO Yap ToMCAVTES TKOTOV Taocty

Tols véois Oicouev Tois BovAouévois mepl Ty evoéBetav

\ ’ ~ ~ -~
kai Ty xpnoTorTnTa Tou Oeol ikomoveiv.

\ 1
Kkat jn

Bﬂ sf \ 2 -~ e 14
dndws EXOMEV Kal dYyavaKTwMEy oL Goodor, 0Tav Tis

2 vreviw] C; supplicationem, id est, admonitionem S ; clearly a gloss. See

above p. 244.

S governs Tis dAnfelas by Evreviw.

4 TOv dvaywdokorra év

ouiv] me qui lego vobis werba (or oraciula) Dz S. 6 oxowov] S; xéwov C. This

reading of S was anticipated by Bensly, Gebhardt, and Hilgenfeld.

8 ¢eho-

wovelv] manifestent amorem laboris S: see Michaelis in Castell. Lex. Syr. p. 656.
The scribe of C has first written gi\osogeiy, but has afterwards corrected it so as

to be read ¢owowely. See p. 314.

X1X. ‘Therefore, brothers and
sisters, I have exhorted you to give
heed to the Scriptures, that ye may
save both me and yourselves. Your
heatty repentance and earnest pur-
suit of salvation is the return which
I ask for my trouble. Your zeal
will thus stimulate all the young
who have any regard for godliness.
And let us not be annoyed when we
are admonished and turned away
from sin. Half-heartedness and dis-
belief obscure our sense of right and
wrong ; and our understandings are
darkened by our lusts. Let us prac-
tise righteousness. Blessed are they
who obey these precepts. They may
suffer in this world, but they will
recap the fruit of immortality. Let
not the godly man be sorrowful,
if he suffer now. An eternal life in
heaven awaits him, where he shall
live in bliss with the fathers, and
where sorrow shall have no place’.

I. dSeAgpol kal ddeddai] Comp.
§ 20. So Barnrabd. 1 vioi kai 6Ovya-

9 ol &oogoi] tanquam illi insipientes S.

répes, Rel. Fur. Eccl. p. 74 (Lagarde).

perd Tov Oedv xr.\.] i.e. ¢ After
you have heard the voice of God
in the Scriptures’, as it is rightly
explained by Bryennios. The ser-
mon or exhortation followed imme-
diately after the reading of the
Scriptures in the weekly gatherings
of the early Church: Justin Apol.
i. 67 cvvéhevais yiveras kal Ta dmopvy-
povelpara Tév dmoordlewv f) TG OVy-
ypappara Tédy wpodnrdy dvaywdokera,
péxpis éyxwpei’ elra, mavoapévov Tod
dvaywdakovros, 6 mpoeards dut Adyov
v vovleaiav kal mpdkAnow Tis TéY
kaA&v Tovrey ppjoeas woeira; Orig.
¢. Cels. iii. 50 xal 8. dvayvwopdroy
kai 818 76y els alra Supynoewy mporpé-
wovres pév éml Ty els TOv Oedv TGV
S\wv eSoéBeiav kal Tas cuvbpdvovs Tav-
Ty dperds, dmorpémovres 8¢ k.r.\.; Apost.
Const. ii. 54 pera v dvdyvoow xal
v Yakpodiav kal Ty émi Tais ypa-
¢ais 8i8ackakiav. See also the notes
on § 17 py pévov dpre kv, and the
introduction, p. 303sq. For the ex-

5
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11 évlore] S; &a C.

17 7§ xdopy] S; add. rovrp C. I have the less hesita-

tion in striking out 7odre here because the general tendency of S is to insert the

pronoun, not to omit it, in this connexion: e. g. § 5, 19, 38, 6o, ii. 18.

dfdva-

Tov] S; 8¢ fdvarov C. The correction was obvious, even before the reading of S
was known; and the only question was whether to read rov & dfdvarov or row
&@dvarov. For another instance of the same error comp. § 36 favdrov yvdoews for

éfavdrov yvdoews in S itself.

pression ¢ ©eos tijs dAnbelas comp.
§ 3 7ov marépa Tijs dAnbelas (comp.
§ 20). Its use here as a synonyme
for the Scripture is explained by the
preacher’s language above § 13, ra
Adyia Tob Oeoll, Aéyes 6 Oeos.

2. &reviw] ‘appeal’ ‘entreaty’;
as e.g. Justin Apol. i. 1 (p. 53),
Joseph. Ant. xvi. 2. 5, Phil. Vit
Moys. iii. 32 (1. p. 172), and so most
frequently in classical authors. For
its commoner sense in Christian
writers, ‘supplication to God’, see
the note on Clem. Rom. 63.

3. Wakalkr).] Comp. Ezek.iii.21.

5. peravofjoar kT.\.] See the
note § 17.

8. ¢omoveiv] Ecclus. Prol. rév
kata Ty éppnyelay wepilomovnuévar.
The word occurs in classical wri-
ters of the best age.

9. pi dyavakrépev] Clem. Rom.
56 wadelav €’ 3 oddels oeiler
dyavakreiv.

of doopor]  fools that we are’, for
this is the force of the article; comp.

18 Tpvylfoovew] delectabuntur...in S,i.e. Tpv-

§ I oi drovovres (with the note). For
doogos comp. Ephes. v. 15. It seems
not to occur again in the Bible
(except Prov. ix. 8 in A, where there
is nothing corresponding in the He-
brew); and is not very common
elsewhere.

12. Sujuxiav] As above § 1T py
Sdujruxopev. See. the notes on Clem.
Ront. 11, 23. To thereferences there
given add Barnab. 19 ov p1) dvyrjoys
mworepov €orac 1 ov.

13. éaxoriopeda x.r.\.] From Ephes.
iv. 17, 18, év parawrnTe TOl vOOS a@v-
Tév, éokoropévor (v.l. éoxoriopévor)
73 Swwolg; comp. Clem. Rom. 36 7
dadveros kal éoxoropévy Sudvoia pdy.

16. SAiyov xpdvov k] Comp.
1 Pet. i. 6 d\iyov dpre, €l dedv, Avmy-
bévres, v. 10 J\iyov wabdvras. For
kakorabeiv see 2 Tim. ii. g, iv. 5,
James v. 13; comp. ovykakomabeiv
2 Tim. i 8, ii. 3

18. kapwov Tpuyrioovaw] Hos. x. 12
omelpare éavrois els dikatoavyny, Tpu-
yicare eis kapmov {wis.
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-dvaPidoas esppavinoerar eis Tov dAvTHTOY a@iva.
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#hcovgw; far the same ward (DD3J) gnd its derivatives are used to translate v,
ii § 10, and Tpudy, dvrpupdy 2 Pet. ii. 13. 4 pyde éketvo...Tapacoérw] CS
(but S has fudr) ph Tapagoérw THy xapdlay vudv Rup, 783. 6 morelwper]
S; moredopen C, 7 Qeoyi] 6Tt Oeov S. 9 raxdv] C Rup.; celeriter (raxd) S,

nsing the same adverb which renders cuwrrouws just below,

3. dvaBdoas] 2 Macc. vii, 9 drmo-
Oavovras ypds vmép TéV avrod vipwv
els aldviov dvaBiwow {wis fpds dva-
ariost.

d\vmyrov] ¢ inaccessible to sorvow’,
stronger thap @\vmov; comp. Clem,
Hom. xi. 17 odv fuiv tov &E\vmov
aldve x\npovepijoat.

XX. ¢ Be not dismayed, if you see
wrong-doers prospering, while the
servants of God are straitened. Be-
lieve it, this present life is the arena
of our conflict; the crown will be
awarded in the future. OQur reward
is not instantaneous, If it were so,
then the pursuit of it would be a
matter of traffic and not of piety’.

¢To the gne invisible God of truth,
who sent us a Saviour and through
Him manifested truth and life to us,
be the glory for ever’

4 'ANAd pndé éxeivo x.rA.] This
passage is quoted loosely and with
some omissions in the Sacr. Parall.
(Ms Rupef.), which bear the name
of Joannes Damascenus, Op. IL p.

11 owwripws admedl-

783 (Le Quien), See abave p. 2105q.
It will be seen that in the quotation
the original wards are altered, so as
to conform to well-known scriptural
passages; e.g. m) Tapacoére ¥
xap8iav udy is substituted for pndé
éxelvo Ty Biudvolav Vudy Tapacoérw,
after John xiv. I, 27; and edoéBeav
is substituted for 6feocéBeiav, after
1 Tim. vi. 5.

y. mweipav] For the accusative
after dO\eim comp. e.g. Plato Leg
viil. p. 830 A, Plut. Vit. Demetr. 5 ;
and for such accusatives generally
see Kiihner 11 p. 264. For an elabo-
rate application of the same meta-
phor see § 7.

12. BeocéBeiav] See 1 Tim. ii. 10.
It occurs occasionally in the LxX.

13. 8iud rovro xr.] i.e. ‘on ac-
count of these sordid motives Divine
judgment overtakes and cripples the
spirit of a man, seeing that it is not up-
right, and loads it with chains’. The
word BAdnrew is used especially of Di-
vine vengeance surprising its victim,
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Sov, edféws] CS; ebbéws dmedlSov Rup.
Rup.
15 deopa’s] S 3 deauds C.
apposition) S.
principem yite et salutis nostre S.

checking and maiming him in his
mid career; e.g. Hom. Od. i. 195
@A\d »u T0v ye Beol Bhdmrouat kehevlov,
6. xiii. 178 rob 8¢ Tis dfavdrov BAdye
Ppévas, Xen. Symp. viil. 43 fjv py
©cds BAanmry, Plut. Vit. Ces. 45 vmwod
Oeoll pdiara Bhamropéve Tiv yvouny
éowxds x.r\., Trag. in Lycurg. c
Leacr. p. 159 drav yap dpyn Saipdver
BAdmry Twa, ToiT' avro wparTov, éfad-
awpeirar Ppevay Tov voiv Tov éo0bAov
k7, and so frequently. Sordid
matives bring their own punishment
in a judicial blindness (BAdnrec gyei-
pa). The aorist here has its common
gnomic sense, and is the most ap-
propriate tense: see Kiihner 11. p.
136 sq. Previous editors seem to
have mistaken the sense. Bryennios
says py v dixaow, TovreoTiw, ddixws,
but it is not clear what he means.
Hilgenfeld reads 8eopovs, and ex-
plains ¢ Christiani non omni ex parte
justi persecutionem gentilium patie-
bantur’. Harnack, misled by the
aorist, says ‘auctor diabolum respi-

ot 7] CS; oV 8 76 Rup.

12 oV feooéBeiar] CS; odx evoéBear
13 evoefés] C Rup. ; Oeooefés S,

16 7is d\qfelas] add. Domini nosiri Fesu Christs (in
1y 1kiy 1d» cwripa kal dpxmyor Tiis dpbapalas] salvatorem et

cere videtur, guem tamquam avaritie
principem et auctorem hic infert (?)...
censuit igitur, diabolum jam hoc tem-
pore catenis onustum esse’. He might
have quoted Wolsey’s warning to
Cromwell in Henry VIII, ‘ By that
sin fell the angels’.

16. 7 pove Oep dopdrg] Comp.
1 Tim. i. 17 dapdre pove O,

marpt tis d\nfelas] As in § 3.
So also ¢ Oeds Tijs dAnbeias § 19. The
Syriac translator takes ‘the Truth’
here to denote Christ Himself (John
xiv. 6) ; comp. Orig. ¢. Cels. viii. 63
Umd Tob Ocol kal Tis poveyevois avrg
d\nbelas. So Papias (Euseb. H. E.
iii. 39) speaks of Christ’s personal
disciples as receiving commandments
an’ avrijs Ts dAnfeias.

17. Tév oeripa kr.\.] Acts v. 31
dpxnyor kal oetipa compared with
iii. 15 7ov dpxnyodv rijs {wijs: see also
Heb. ii. 10 7ov dpynyor tijs com-
plas. Comp. Epist. Vienn. 17 (in
Euseb. H.E. v. 1) dpxnyov tijs {oijs
ToU ©Ocob.
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1 $wiv) delectationen (NODYI) S ; which word elsewhere is a renderingiof Tpugy

(see above ii § 19) or of dmrohavas (see i § 20). - alr@ o 86fd) alque ctiam Fesu

Christo Domino nostro cum Spiritu Sancto glorvia et honor et imperium (i.e. 1 dota
kal 7 Tus kal 70 kpdros) S.
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THE EPISTLE OF S. CLEMENT

TO

THE CORINTHIANS.

"T"HE Church of God which sojourneth in Rome to the

Church of God which sojourneth in Corinth, to them
which are called and sanctified by the will of God through
our Lord Jesus Christ. Grace to you and peace from Al-
mighty God through Jesus Christ be multiplied.

I. By reason of the sudden and repeated calamities and
reverses which are befalling us, brethren, we consider that we
have been somewhat tardy in giving lhieed to the matters of
dispute that have arisen among you, dearly beloved, and to
the detestable and unholy sedition, so alien and strange to
the elect of God, which a few headstrong and self-willed
persons have kindled to such a pitch of madness that your
name, once revered and renowned and lovely in the sight of
all men, hath been greatly reviled. For who that had sojourned
among you did not approve your most virtuous and stedfast
faith? Who did not admire your sober and forbearing piety in
Christ? Who did not publish abroad your magnificent disposi-
tion of hospitality? Who did not congratulate you on your
perfect and sound knowledge? For ye did all things without
respect of persons, and ye walked after the ordinances of God,
submitting yourselves to your rulers and rendering to the older
men among you the honour which is their due. On the
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young too ye enjoined modest and seemly thoughts: and
the women ye charged to perform all their duties in a blame-
less and seemly and pure conscience, cherishing their own
husbands, as is meet; and ye taught them to keep in the rule
of obedience, and to manage the affairs of their household in
seemliness, with all discretion. :

2. And ye were all lowly in mind and free from arrogance,
yielding rather than claiming submission, more glad to give tharn
o receive, and content with the provisions which God supplieth.
And giving heed unto His words, ye laid them up diligently
in your hearts, and His sufferings were before your eyes.
Thus a profound and rich peace was given to all, and an
insatiable desire of doing good. An abundant outpouring also
of the Holy Spirit fell upon all ; and, being full of holy counsel,
in excellent zeal and with a pious confidence ye stretched out
your hands to Almighty God, supplicating Him to be propi-
tious, if unwillingly ye had committed any sin. Ye had conflict
day and night for all the brotherhood, that the number of His
elect might be saved with fearfulness and intentness of mind.
Ye were sincere and simple and free from malice one towards
another. Every sedition and every schism was abominable to
you. Ye mourned over the transgressions of your neighbours :
ye judged their shortcomings to be your own. Ye repented
not of any well-doing, but were ready unto every good work.
Being adorned with a most virtuous and honourable life, ye
performed all your duties in the fear of Him. The command-
ments and the ordinances of the Lord were written on the
tables of your hearts.

3. All glory and enlargement was given unto you, and

- that was fulfilled which is written; My beloved ate and drank
and was enlarged and waxed fat and kicked. Hence come
jealousy and envy, strife and sedition, persecution and tumult,
war and captivity. So men were stirred up, tke mean against

~ the honourable, the ill-reputed against the highly-reputed,
the foolish against the wise, the young against the elder. For

" this -cause righteousness and peace stand aloof, while each
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man hath forsaken the fear of the Lord and become purblind
in the faith of Him, neither walketh in the ordinances of His
commandments nor liveth according to that which becometh
Christ, but each goeth after the lusts of his evil heart, seeing
that they have conceived an unrighteous and ungodly jealousy,
through which also death entered into the world. .

4. For so it is written, And it came to pass after certain
days that Cain brought of the fruits of the earth a sacrifice
unto God, and Abel he also brought of the firstlings of the sheep
and of their faitness. And God looked upon Abel and upon his
gifts, but unto Cain and unto his sacrifices He gave no heed.
And Cain sorvowed exceedingly, and his countenance fell. And
God said unto Cain, Wherefore art thou very sorrowful 2 and
wherefore did thy countenance fall? If thou hast offered aright
and hast not divided aright, didst thou not sin? Hold thy peace.
Urito thee shall he turn, and thow shalt rule over him. And
Cain said unto Abel his brother, Let us go over unto the plain.
And it came to pass, while they were in the plain, that Cain
rose up against Abel his brother and slew kim. Ye see, brethren,
jealousy and envy wrought a brother’s murder. By reason of
jealousy our father Jacob ran away from the face of Esau his
brother. Jealousy caused Joseph to be persecuted even unto
death, and to come even unto bondage. Jealousy compelled .
Moses to flee from the face of Pharaoh king of Egypt while
it was said to him by his own countryman, Who made thee a
Judge or a decider over us? Wouldest thou slay me, even as
yesterday thou slewest the Egyptian? By reason of jealousy
Aaron and Miriam were lodged outside the camp. Jealousy
brought Dathan and Abiram down alive to hades, because they
made sedition against Moses the servant of God. By reason .
of jealousy David was envied not only by aliens, but was
persecuted also by Saul king of Israel.

5. But, to pass from the examples of ancient days, let us
come to those champions who lived nearest to our time. Let
us set before us the noble examples which belong to our
generation. By reason of jealousy and envy the greatest and
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most righteous pillars of the Church were persecuted, and
contended even unto death. Let us set before our eyes the good
Apostles. There was Peter who by reason of unrighteous jealousy
endured not one nor two but many labours, and thus having
borne his testimony went to his appointed place of glory. By
reason of jealousy and strife Paul by his example pointed out
the prize of patient endurance. After that he had been seven
times in bonds, had been driven into exile, had been stoned,
had preached in the East and in the West, he won the noble
renown which was the reward of his faith, having taught right-
eousness unto the whole world and having reached the farthest
bounds of the West; and when he had borne his testimony
before the rulers, so he departed from the world and went
unto the holy place, having been found a notable pattern of
patient endurance.

6. Unto these men of holy lives was gathered a vast multi-
tude of the elect, who through many indignities and tortures,
being the victims of jealousy, set a brave example among
ourselves. By reason of jealousy matrons and maidens and
slave-girls being persecuted, after that they had suffered cruel
and unholy insults, safely reached the goal in the race of faith,
and received a noble reward, feeble though they were in body.
Jealousy hath estranged wives from their husbands and changed

~the saying of our father Adam, T/ius now is bone of my bones
and flesk of my flesk. Jealousy and strife have overthrown great
cities and uprooted great nations.

7. These things, dearly beloved; we write, not only as.
admonishing you, but also as putting ourselves in remembrance.
For we are in the same lists, and the same contest awaiteth us.
Wherefore let us foresake idle and vain thoughts; and let
us conform to the glorious and venerable rule which hath been

-, handed down to us; and let us see what is good and what is
pleasant and what is acceptable in the sight of Him that made
us. Let us fix our eyes on the blood of Christ and under-
stand how precious it is unto His Father, because being
shed for our salvation it won for the whole world the grace



TO THE CORINTHIANS. 349

of repentance. Let us review all the generations in turn,
and learn how from generation to generation the Master hath
given a place for repentance unto them that desire to turn
to Him. Noah preached repentance, and they that obeyed ~~
were saved. Jonah preached destruction unto the men of —
Nineveh ; but they, repenting of their sins, obtained pardon of
God by their supplications and received salvation, albeit they
were aliens from God. '

8. The ministers of the grace of God through the Holy
Spirit spake concerning repentance. Yea and the Master of the
universe Himself spake concerning repentance with an oath ;
For, as I live, saith the Lord, I desire not the death of the sinner, —
so muck as kis repentance; and He added also a merciful judg-
ment: Repent ye, O house of Israel, of your iniquity ; say unto.
the sons of my people, Though your sins reack from the earth
even unlo the heaven, and though they be redder than scarlet and
blacker than sack-cloth, and ye turn unto me with your whole heart
and say Father, I will give ear unto you as unto an holy people.
And in another place He saith on this wise, Wask, be yev
clean. Put away your iniquities from your souls out of my sight.
Cease from your iniquities ; learn to do good ; seek out judgment ;
defend him that is wronged : give judgment for the orphan, and
execute vighteousness jfor the widow ; and come and let us reason
together, saith He; and though your sins be as crimson, I will
make them whkite as snow; and though they be as scarlet, I will
make them wiiite as wool. And if ye be willing and will hearken
unto Me, ye shall eat the good things of the earth; but if ye be not
willing, neither heavken unto Me, a sword shall devour you ; jfor
the mouth of the Lord hath spoken these things. Seeing then that
He desireth all His beloved to be partakers of repentance, He
confirmed it by an act of His almighty will.

9. Wherefore let us be obedient unto His excellent and
glorious will; and presenting ourselves as suppliants of His
mercy and goodness, let us fall down before Him and betake
ourselves unto His compassions, forsaking the vain toil and the
strife and the jealousy which leadeth unto death. Let us fix

CLEM. : 23
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our eyes on them that ministered perfectly unto His excellent
glory. Let us set before us Enoch, who being found righteous
in obedience was translated, and his death was not found.
Noah, being found faithful, by his ministration preached regene-
ration unto the world, and through him the Master saved the
living creatures that entered into the ark in concord.

10. Abraham, who was called the ‘friend,’ was found faithful
in that he rendered obedience unto the words of God. He
through obedience went forth from his land and from his
kindred and from his father’s house, that leaving a scanty land
and a feeble kindred and a mean house he might inherit the
promises of God. For He saith unto him; Go fortk from thy
land and from thy kindred and from thy father's house unto the
land whick I shall show thee, and I will make thee into a great
nation, and I will bless thee and will magnify thy name, and thou
shalt be blessed. And I will bless them that bless thee, and I will
curse them that curse thee ; and in thee shall all the tribes of the
earth be blessed. And again, when he was parted from Lot, God.
said unto him ; Look up with thine eyes, and bekold from the
place where thou now art, unto the north and the south and the
sunvise and the sea; for all the land which thou seest, I will give
it unto thee and to thy sced for ever ; and I will make thy seed as
the dust of the earth. If any man can count the dust of the eartk,
then shall thy seed also be counted. And again He saith; And
God led Abrakam forth and said unto him, Look up unto the
heaven and count the stars, and see whether thou canst count them.
So shall thy seed be. And Abrakam believed God, and it was
reckoned unto him for righteousness. For his faith and hospitality
a son was given unto him in old age, and by obedience he
offered him a sacrifice unto God on one of the mountains which
He showed him.

11. For his hospitality and godliness Lot was saved from
Sodom, when all the country round abaut was judged by fire
and brimstone; the Master having thus foreshown that He
forsaketh not them which set their hope on Him, but appointeth
unto punishment and torment them which swerve aside. For
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when his wife had gone forth with him, being otherwise-minded
and not in accord, she was appointed for a sign hereunto, so
that she became a pillar of salt unto this day, that it might
be known unto all men that they which are double-minded
and they which doubt concerning the power of God are -set for
a judgment and for a token unto all the generations.

12, For her faith and hospitality Rahab the harlot was
saved. For when the spies were sent forth unto Jericho by
Joshua the son of Nun, the king of the land perceived that
they were come to spy out his country, and sent forth men to
seize them, that being seized they might be put to death. So
the hospitable Rahab received them and hid them in the upper
chamber under the flax-stalks. And when the messengers
of the king came near and said, 7%e spies of our land entered
in unto thee: bring them forth, for the king so ordereth : then
she answered, T/e men truly, whom ye seck, entered in unto
me, but they departed forthwith and are journeying on the way ;
and she pointed out to them the opposite road. And she
said unto the men, Of a surety I perceive that the Lord your
God delivereth this city unto you,; for the fear and the dread of
you is fallen upon the inhabitants thereof. When therefore it shall
come 1o pass that ye take it, save me and the house of my father.
And they said unto her, 7¢ skall be even so as thou hast spoken unto
us. Whensoever therefore thou perceivest that we are coming, thou
shalt gather all thy folk beneath thy roof, and they shall be saved ;
Sor as many as shall be found without the house shall perish.
And moreover they gave her a sign, that she should hang out
from her house a scarlet thread, thereby showing beforehand
that through the blood of the Lord there shall be redemption
unto all them that believe and hope on God. Ye see, dearly
beloved, not only faith, but prophecy, is found in the woman.

13. Let us “therefore be lowly-minded, brethren, laying
aside all arrogance and conceit and folly and anger, and let
us do that which is written. For the Holy Ghost saith, Ze?
not the wise man boast in his wisdom, nor the stromg in his
strength, neither the rich in his viches; but he that boasteth lect

23—:2
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kim boast in the Lord, that he may seek Him out, and do judg-
ment and righteousness ; most of all remembering the words of
the Lord Jesus which He spake, teaching forbearance and long-
suffering : for thus He spake; Have mercy, that ye may receive
mercy : forgive that it may be forgiven to you. As ye do, so
shall it be done to you. As ye give, so shall it be given unto you.
As ye judge, so shall ye be judged. As ye show kindness, so shall
kindness be showed unmto you. With what measure ye mete, it
shall be measured withal to you. With this commandment and
these precepts let us confirm ourselves, that we may walk in
obedience to His hallowed words, with lowliness of mind. For
the ‘holy word saith, Upon whom skall I look, save upon him
that is gentle and quict and feareth mine oracles 2

14. Therefore it is right and proper, brethren, that we
should be obedient unto God, rather than follow those who
in arrogance and unruliness have set themselves up as leaders
in abominable jealousy. For we shall bring upon us no com-
mon harm, but rather great peril, if we surrender ourselves
recklessly to the purposes of men who launch out into strife
and seditions, so as to estrange us from that which is right.
Let us be goqd one towards another according to the com-
passion and sweetness of Him that made us. For it is written ¢
The good shall be dwellers in the land, and the innocent shall be
left on it ; but they that transgress shall be destroyed utterly from
i, And again He saith; 7 sew the ungodly lifted up on high
and exalted as the cedars of Lebanon. And I passed by, and
behold he was not; and I sought out his place, and I found it
not. Keep innocence and bekold uprightness; for there is a
remnant jfor the peaceful man.

15. Therefore let us cleave unto them that practise peace
with godliness, and not unto them that desire peace with dis-
simulation. For He saith in a certain place ; 74Zs people honouret
me with their lips, but their heart is far from me; and again,
They blessed with their mouth, but they cursed with their heart.
And again He saith, Tkey loved Him with their mouth, and
with their tongue they lied unto Him ; and their heart was not
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“2upright with Him, neither were they stedfast in His covenant. For
this cause Let the deceitful lips be made dumb whick speak iniquity
against the righteous. And again ; May the Lord utterly destroy
all the deceitful lips, the tongue that speaketh proud things, even
them that say, Let us magnify our tongue; our lips are our own,;
who is Lord over us? For the misery of the needy and for the
groaning of the poor I will now arise, saith the Lord, I will set
Zim in safety ; I will deal boldly by him.

16. For Christ is with them that are lowly of mind, not
with them that exalt themselves over the flock. The sceptre
of the majesty of God, even our Lord Jesus Christ, came not
in the pomp of arrogance or of pride, though He might have
done so, but in lowliness of mind, according as the Holy Spirit
spake concerning Him. For He saith; Lord, who belicved our
report? and to whom was the arm of the Lord revealed? We
announced Him in His presence. As a child was He, as a root in
a thirsty ground. There is no form in Him, neither glory. And
we bekeld Him, and He had no jform nor comeliness, but His form
was mean, lacking more than the form of men. He was a man of
stripes and of toil, and knowing how to bear infirmity: for His
Jace is turned away. He was dishonowred and keld of no account.
He beareth our sins and suffereth pain for our sakes: and we
accounted Him to be in toil and in stripes and in affliction. And
He was wounded for our sins aud hath been affticted for our
iniquities. The chastisement of our peace is upon Him., Witk
His bruises we were healed. We all went astray like sheep,
each man went astray in his own path: and the Lord delivered
Him over for our sins. And He openeth not his mouth, because
He is afflicted. As a sheep He was led to slaughter ; and as a
lamb before his shearver is dumb, so openetk He not His mouth.
In His humiliation His judgment was taken away. His genera-
tion who shall declare? For His life is taken away from the
earth. For the iniquities of my people He is come 1o death.
And I will give the wicked for His burial, and the rich for
His death ; for He wrought no iniquity, neither was guile found
in His mouth. And the Lord desirveth to cleanse Him from
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His stripes. If ye offer for sin, your soul shall see a long-lived
‘seed. And the Lord desiveth to take away from the toil of His
soul, to show Him light and to mould Him with understand-
ing, to justify a Fust One that is a good servant unto many.
And He shall bear their sins. Therefore He shall inkerit many,
and shall divide the spoils of the strong; because His soul was
delivered unto death, and He was reckoned unto the transgres-
sors; and He bare the sins of many, and for their sins was He
delivered up. And again He Himself saith ; Buz I am a worm
and no man, a reproach of men and an outcast of the people. Al
they that bekeld me mocked at me ; they spake with their lips ;
they wagged their heads, saying, He hoped on the Lord ; let
Him deliver him, or let Him save him, for He desireth kim.
Ye see, dearly beloved, what is the pattern that hath been
given unto us; for, if the Lord was thus lowly of mind, what
should we do, who through Him have been brought under the
yoke of His grace?
17. Let us be imitators also of them which went about in
goatskins and sheepskins, preaching the coming of Christ.
N We mean Elijah and Elisha and likewise Ezekiel, the pro-
phets, and besides them those men also that obtained a good
report. Abraham obtained an exceeding good report and was
called the friend of God; and looking stedfastly on the glory
of God, he saith in lowliness of mind, But I am dust and ashes.
Moreover concerning Job also it is thus written; And Fob
was righteous and unblameable, one that was true and honoured
God and abstained from all evil. Yet he himself accuseth
himself saying, No man is clean from filth; no, not though his
life be but for a day. Moses was called faithful in all His
house, and through his ministration God judged Egypt with
the plagues and the torments which befel them. Howbeit
he also, though greatly glorified, yet spake no proud words, but
said, when an oracle was given to him at the bush, Wko am 1,
that Thou sendest me? Nay, I am feeble of speeck and slow of
tongue. And again he saith, Buz I ant smoke from the pot.
18. But what must we say of David that obtained a good
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report? of whom God said, 7 /ave found a man after my
keart, David the son of Fesse: with eternal mercy have I
anointed him. Yet he too saith unto God; Have mercy upon
me, O God, according to thy great mercy ; and according to
the multitude of thy compassions, blot out mine iniquity. Wash
me yet move from wmine iniquily, aud cleanse me from my
sin. For I acknowledge mine iniquity, and my sin is ever
before me. Against Thee only did I sin, and I wrought evil in
Thy sight; that Thou mayest be justified in Thy words, and
mayest conquer in Thy pleading. For bekold, in iniguities was
I conceived, and in sins did my mother bear me. For behold
Thou hast loved truth: the dark and hidden things of Thy
wisdom hast Thou showed unto me. Thou shalt sprinkle me witk
hyssop, and I shall be made clean. Thou shalt wask me, and I
shall become whiter than snow. Thou shalt make me to hear
of joy and gladness. The bones whick have been humbled shall
yejoice. Turn away Thy face from my sins, and blot out all
mine iniquities. Make a clean heart within me, O God, and
renew a right spirit in mine inmost parts. Cast me not away
Jrom Thy presence, and take not Thy Holy Spirit from me.
Restore unto me the joy of Thy salvation, and strengthen me with
a princely spirit. I will teach sinners Thy ways, and godless
men shall be converted unto Thee. Deliver me from bloodguilti-
ness, O God, the God of my salvation. My tongue skall rejoice
in Thy righteousness. Lord, Thou shalt open my mouth, and
my lips shall declare Thy praise. For, if Thou hadst desired
sacrifice, I would have given it: in whole burnt-offerings Thou
wilt have no pleasure. A .raérzﬁce unto God is a contrite spirit;
a contrite and humbled heart God will not despise.

19. The humility therefore and the submissiveness of so
many and so great men, who have thus obtained a good report,
hath through obedience made better not only us but also the
generations which were before us, even them that received His
oracles in fear and truth. Seeing then that we have been par-
takers of many great and glorious doings, let us hasten to re-
turn unto the goal of peace which hath been handed down to
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us from the beginning, and let us look stedfastly unto the
Father and Maker of the whole world, and cleave unto His
splendid and excellent gifts of peace and benefits. Let us
behold Him in our mind, and let us look with the eyes of
our soul unto His long-suffering will. Let us note how free
from anger He is towards all His creatures.

20. The heavens are moved by His direction and obey Him
in peace. Day and night accomplish the course assigned to them
by Him, without hindrance one to another. The sun and the
moon and the dancing stars according to His appointment circle
in harmony within the bounds assigned to them, without any
swerving aside. The earth, bearing fruit in fulfilment of His will
at her proper seasons, putteth forth the food that supplieth
abundantly both men ard beasts and all living things which
are thereupon, making ne dissension, neither altering anything
which He hath decreed. Moreover, the inscrutable depths of the
abysses and the unutterable tstatutest of the nether regions are
constrained by the same ordinanees. The basin of the boundless
sea, gathered together by His workmanship into its reservoirs,
passeth not the barriers wherewith it is surrounded; but even
as He ordered it, so it doeth. For He said, So far skalt thow

~ come, and thy waves shall be broken within thee. The ocean which
is impassable for men, and the worlds beyond it, are directed
by the same ordinances of the Master. The seasons of spring
and summer and autumn and winter give way in succession
one to another in peace. The winds in their several quarters
at their proper season fulfil their ministry without disturbance ;
and the everflowing fountains, created for enjoyment and health,
without fail give their breasts which sustain the life of men.
Yea, the smallest of living things come together in concord-and
peace. All these things the great Creator and Master of the
universe ordered to be in peace and cancord, doing good unto
all things, but far beyond the rest unto us who have taken
refuge in His compassionate mercies through our Lord Jesus
Christ, to whom be the glory and the majesty for ever and ever.
Amen.



TO THE CORINTHIANS. 357

21. Look ye, brethren, lest His benefits, which are many,
turn unto judgment to all of us, if we walk not worthily of
Him, and do those things which are good and well-pleasing in
His sight with concord. For He saith in a certain place, T/%e
Spirit of the Lord is a lamp searching the closets of the belly. Let
us see how near He is, and how that nothing escapeth Him
of our thoughts or our devices which we make. It is right
therefore that we should not be deserters from His will. Let us
rather give offence to foolish and senseless men who exalt them-
selves and boast in the arrogance of their words, than to God. Let
us fear the Lord Jesus, whose blood was given for us. Let us
reverence our rulers; let us honour our elders; let us instruct
our young men in the lesson of the fear of God. Let us guide
our women toward that which is good: let them show forth
their lovely disposition of purity; let them prove their sincere
affection of gentleness; let them make manifest the moderation,
of their tongue through their silence; let them show their love,
not in factious preferences but without partiality towards all
them that fear God, in holiness. Let our children be par-
takers of the instruction which is in Christ: let them learn how
lowliness of mind prevaileth with God, what power chaste love
hath with God, how the fear of Him is good and great and
saveth all them that walk therein in a pure mind with holiness.
For He is the searcher out of the intents and desires; whose
breath is in us, and when He listeth, He shall take it away.

22. Now all these things the faith which is in Christ con-
firmeth : for He Himself through the Holy Spirit thus inviteth
us: Come, my childven, hearken unto me, I will teack you the
Jear of the Lord. What man is he that desireth life and
loveth to see good days? Make thy tongue to cease from evil,
and thy lips that they speak no guile. Turn aside from evil
and do good. Seek peace and ensue it. The eyes of the Lord
are over the vighteous, and His ears are turned to their prayers.
But the face of the Lord is upon them that do evil, to destroy
their memorial from the earth. The righteous cried out, and
the Lord heard him, and delivercd him jfrom all his troubles.
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Many are the troubles of the righteous, and the Lovd shall de-
livér them from them all. And again; Many are the stripes of
the sinner, but them that set their hope on the Lord mercy shall
compass about,

23: The Father, who is pitiful in all things, and ready
to do good, hath compassion on them that fear Him, and kindly
and lovingly -bestoweth His favours on them that draw nigh
unto Him with a single mind. Wherefore let us not be
double-minded, neither let our soul indulge in idle humours
respecting His exceeding and glorious gifts. Let this scrip-
ture be far from us where He saith; Wretched are the double-
minded, whickh doubt in their soul and say, These things we did
kear in the days of our fathers also, and behold we have grown old,
and none of these things hatk befallen us. Ye fools, compare your-
selves unto a tree ; take a vine. First it sheddeth its leaves, then
a shoot cometh, then a leaf, then a flower, and after these a
sour berry, them a full vipe grape. Ye see that in a little
time the fruit of the tree attaineth unto mellowness. Of a
truth quickly and suddenly shall His will be accomplished, the
scripture also bearing witness to it, saying; He skall come quickly
‘and shall not tarry; and the Lovd shall come suddenly into His
temple, even the Holy One, whom ye expect.

24. Let us understand, dearly beloved, how the Master
continually showeth unto us the resurrection that shall be here-
after; whereof He made the Lord Jesus Christ the firstfruit, -
when He raised Him from the dead. Let us behold, dearly
beloved, the resurrection which happeneth at its proper season.
Day and night show unto us the resurrection. The night falleth
asleep, and day ariseth; the day departeth, and night cometh
on. Let us mark the fruits, how and in what manner the
sowing taketh place. The sower goeth forth and casteth into
the earth each of the seeds; and these falling into the earth
dry and bare decay: then out of their decay the mightiness of
the Master’s providence raiseth them up, and from being one

they increase manifold and bear fruit.
25. Let us consider the marvellous s:gn which is seen in



TO THE CORINTHIANS. 359

the regions of the east, that is, in the parts about Arabia;
There is a bird, which is named the phcenix. This, being
the only one of its kind, liveth for five hundred years; and
when it hath now reached the time of its dissolution that it
should die, it maketh for itself a coffin of frankincense and myrrh
and the other spices, into the which in the fulness of time
it entereth, and so it dieth. But, as the flesh rotteth, a certain
worm is engendered, which is nurtured from the moisture of
the dead creature and putteth forth wings. Then, when it is
grown lusty, it taketh up that coffin where are the bones of its,
parent, and carrying them journeyeth from the country of
~Arabia even unto Egypt, to the place called the City of the
Sun; and in the day time in the sight of all, flying to the

altar of the Sun, it layeth them thereupon; and this done, it

setteth forth to return. So the priests examine the registers
of the times, and they find that it hath come when the five
hundredth year is completed.

26. Do'we then think it to be a great and marvellous thing,
if the Creator of the universe shall bring about the resurrection
of them that have served Him with holiness in the assurance
of a good faith, seeing that He showeth to us even by a bird
the magnificence of His promise? For He saith in a certain
place ; And thou shalt raise me up, and I will praise Thee; and
I went to rest and slept, I was awaked, for Thou art with me.
And again Job saith; And Thou skalt raise this my flesh which
kath endured all these things.

27. With this hope therefore let our souls be bound unto
Him that is faithful in His promises and that is righteous in
His judgments. He that commanded not to lie, much more
shall He Himself not lie: for nothing is impossible with God
save to lie. Therefore let our faith in Him bq kindled within
us, and let us understand that all things are nigh unto Him.,
By a word of His majesty He compacted the universe; and by
a word He can destroy it. Whko skall say unto Him, What
hast thou done? or who shall resist the might of His strength?
When He listeth, and as He listeth, He will do all things ; and

7
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nothing shall pass away of those things that He hath decreed.
All things are in His sight, and nothing escapeth His counsel,
seeing that The heavens declare the glory of God, and the fir-
mament proclaimeth His handiwork. Day utlereth word wnto
day, and night proclaimeth knowledge unto night; and there
are neither words nor speeches, whose voices are not heard.

28. .Since therefore all things are seen and heard, let us
fear Him and forsake the abominable lusts of evil works,
that we may be shielded by His mercy from the coming

judgments. For where can any of us escape from His strong
hand? And what world will receive any of them that desert
from His service? For the holy writing saith in a certain
~ place; Whkere shall I go, and where shall I be hidden from Thy
Jace? If I ascend into the heaven, Thou art there; if I depart
into the farthest parts of the earth, there is Thy right hand; if
I make my bed in the depths, there is Thy Spirit. Whither then
shall one depart, or where shall one flee, from Him that
embraceth the universe?

29. Let us therefore approach Him in holiness of soul,
lifting up pure and undefiled hands unto Him, with love towards
our gentle and compassionate Father who made us an elect
portion unte Himself. For thus it is written: When the Most
High divided the nations, when He dispersed the sons of Adam,
He fixed the boundaries of the nations accarding to the number
of the angels of God. His people Facob became the portion
of the Lord, and Isvael the measurement of His inkeritance.
And in another place He saith; Bekold, the Lord taketh for
Himself a nation out of the midst of the nations, as a man taketh
the firstfruits of his threshing floor ; and the holy of holies
shall come fortk from that nation.

30. Seeing then that we are the special portion of a Holy
God, let us do all things that pertain unto holiness, forsaking
evil-speakings, abominable and impure embraces, drunkennesses
and tumults and hateful lusts, abominable adultery, hateful
pride; For God, He saith, resisteth the proud, but giveth grace
to the lowly. Let us therefore cleave unto those to whom
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grace is given from God. Let us clothe ourselves in con-
cord, being lowly-minded and temperate, holding ourselves aloof
from all backbiting and evil speaking, being justified by works
and not by words. For He saith; He that saith much shall
lear also again. Doth the ready talker think to be righteous?
Blessed is the offspring of a weman that liveth but a short time.
Be not thou abundant in words. Let our praise be with God,
and not of ourselves: for God hateth them that praise them-
selves. Let the testimony to our well-doing be given by
others, as it was given unto our fathers who were righteous.
Boldness and arrogance and daring are for them that are ac-
cursed of God; but forbearance and humility and gentleness
are with them that are blessed of God.

3I. Let us therefore cleave unto His blessing, and let us see
what are the ways of blessing. Let us study the records of the
things that have happened from the beginning. Wherefore was
our father Abraham blessed? Was it not because he wrought
righteousness and truth through faith? Isaac with confidence,
as knowing the future, was led a willing sacrifice. Jacob with
humility departed from his land because of his brother, and went
unto Laban and served ; and the twelve tribes of Israel were
given unto him.

32. If any man will consider them one by one in sin-
cerity, he shall understand the magnificence of the gifts that are
given by Him. For of Jacob are all the priests and levites who
minister unto the altar of God; of him is the Lord Jesus as
concerning the flesh ; of him are kings and rulers and governors
in the line of Judah ; yea and the rest of this tribes are held in
no small honour, seeing that God promised saying, T4y seed
shall be as the stars of heaven. They all therefore were glorified
and magnified, not through themselves or their own works or
the righteous doing which they wrought, but through His will.
And so we, having been called through His will'in Christ Jesus,
are not justified through ourselves or through our own wisdom
or understanding or piety or works which we wrought in holi-
ness of heart, but through faith, whereby the Almighty God
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justified all men that have been from the beginning’; to-whom
be the glory for ever and ever. Amen.

33. What then must we do, brethren? Must we idly
abstain from doing good, and forsake love? May the Master
never allow this to befal us at least; but let us hasten with
instancy and zeal to accomplish every good work. For the
Creator and Master of the universe Himself rejoiceth in His
works. For by His exceeding great might He established the
heavens, and in His incomprehensible wisdom He set them in
order. And the earth He separated from the water that sur-
roundeth it, and He set it firm on the sure foundation of His
own will ; and the living creatures which walk upon it He com-
manded to exist by His ordinance. Having before created the
sea and the living creatures therein, He enclosed it by His own
power. Above all, as the most excellent and exceeding great
work of His intelligence, with His sacred and faultless hands
He formed man in the impress of His own image. For thus
saith God ; Let us make man after our image and after our like-
ness. And God made man,; male and female made He them.
So having finished all these things, He praised them and blessed
them and said, Jncrease and multiply. We have seen that all
the righteous were adorned in good works. Yea, and the Lord
Himself having adorned Himself with works rejoiced. Seeing
then that we have this pattern, let us conform ourselves with all
diligence to His will ; let us with all our strength work the work
of righteousness.

34. The good workman receiveth the bread of his work with.
boldness, but the slothful and careless dareth not look his em-
ployer in the face. It is therefore needful that we should be
zealous unto well-doing, for of Him are all things: since He fore-

- warneth us saying, Bekold, the Lord, and His reward is before His
Jace, to recompense each man according to kis work. He exhort-
eth us therefore to believe on Him with our whole heart, and
to be not idle nor careless unto every good work. Let our boast
and our confidence be in Him: let us submit ourselves to
His will; let us mark the whole host of His angels, how they
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stand by and minister unto His will. For the scripture saith
Ten thousands of ten thousands stood by Him, and thousands of
thousands ministered unto Him : and they cried aloud, Holy, holy,
holy is the Lord of Sabaoth; all creation is full of His glory.
Yea, and let us ourselves then, being gathered together in con-
cord with intentness of heart, cry unto Him as from one mouth
earnestly that we may be made partakers of His great and
glorious promises. For He saith, Eye katk not seen and ear hatk
not heard, and it hath not enteved into the heart of man what
great things He hath prepared for them that patiently await Him.

35. How blessed and marvellous are the gifts of God, dearly
beloved! Life in immoertality, splendour in righteousness, truth in
boldness, faith in confidence, temperance in sanctification! And
all these things fall under our apprehension. What then, think
ye, are the things preparing for them that patiently await Him ?
The Creator and Father of the ages, the All-holy One Himself
knoweth their number and their beauty. Let us therefore con-
tend, that we may be found in the number of those that patiently
await Him, to the end that we may be partakers of His promised
gifts. But how shall this be, dearly beloved? If our mind be fixed
through faith towards God ; if we seck out these things which
are well pleasing and acceptable unto Him; if we accomplish
such things as beseem His faultless will, and follow the way of
truth, casting off. from ourselves all unrighteousness and ini-
quity, covetousness, strifes, malignities and deceits, whisperings
and back-bitings, hatred of God, pride and arrogance, vainglory
and inhospitality. For they that do these things are hateful to
God; and not only they that do them, but they also that consent
unto them. For the scripture saith'; Buz unto the sinner said
God, Wherefore dost thou declare mine ordinances, and takest my
covenant upon thy lips? Yet thou didst hate instruction and didst
cast away my words behind thee. If thou sawest a thief, thou
didst keep company with him, and with the adulterers thou didst
set thy portion. Thy mouth multiplied wickedness, and thy tongue
wove deceit. Thou sattest and spakest against thy brother, and
against the son of thy mother thou didst lay a stumbling-block.
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These things thou hast done, and I kept silence.. Thou thoughtest,
unrighteous man, that I should be like unto thee. I will convict
thee and will set thee face to face with thyself. Now understand
ye these things, ye that forget God, lest at any time He seize you as
a lion, and there be none to deliver. The sacrifice of praise shall
glorify Me, and there is the way wherein I will show him the
salvation of God.

36. This is the way, dearly-beloved, wherein we found our
salvation, even Jesus Christ the High-priest of our offerings, the
Guardian and Helper of our weakness. Through Him let us
look stedfastly unto the heights of the heavens; through Him
we behold as in a mirror His faultless and most excellent
visage; through Him the eyes of our hearts were opened ;
through Him our foolish and darkened mind springeth up
unto the light; through Him the Master willed that we
should taste of the immortal knowledge; Who being the
brigiitness of His majesty is so much greater than angels, as
He hath inkerited a more excellent name. For so it is written ;
Who maketh His angels spirits and His ministers a flame of

~ fire; but of His Son the Master said thus; Z/kon art My Sor,
I this day have begotten Thee. Ask of Me, and I will give Thee
the Gentiles for Thine inkeritance, and the ends of the earth for
Thy possession. And again He saith unto Him; Siz thou o7
My right hand, until I make Thine enemies a jfootstool for Thy
Jeet. 'Who then are these enemies? They that are wicked and
resist His will.

37. Let us therefore enlist ourselves, brethren, with all earn-
estness in His faultless ordinances. Let us mark the soldiers
that are enlisted under our rulers, how exactly, how readily, how
submissively, they execute the orders given them. All are not
prefects, nor rulers of thousands, nor rulers of hundreds, nor
rulers of fifties, and so forth; but each man in his own rank
executeth the orders given by the king and the governors. T/
great without the small cannot exist, neither ke small without
the great, There is a certain mixture in all things, and therein
is utility. Let us take our body as an example. The head
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without the feet is nothing; so likewise the feet without the
head are nothing: even the smallest limbs of our body are
necessary and useful for the whole body: but all the members
conspire and unite in subjection, that the whole body may be
saved,

38. So in our case let the whole body be saved in Christ
Jesus, and let each man be subject unto his neighbour, ac-
cording as also he was appointed with his special grace. Let
not the strong neglect the weak; and let the weak respect the
strong. Let the rich minister aid te the poor; and let the poor
give thanks to God, because He hath given him one through
whom his wants may be supplied. Let the wise display his
wisdom, not in good words, but in good works. He that is lowly
in mind, let him not bear testimony to himself, but leave testi-
mony to be borne to him by his neighbour, He that is pure in
the flesh, let him be so, and not boast, knowing that it is Another
who bestoweth his continence upon him. Let us consider,
brethren, of what matter we were made; who and what manner
of beings we were, when we came into the world ; from what a
sepulchre and what darkness He that moulded and created us
brought us into His world, having prepared His benefits afore-
hand ere ever we were born. Seeing therefore that we have all
these things from Him, we ought in all things to give thanks to
Him, to whom be the glory for ever and ever. Amen,

39. Senseless and stupid and foolish and ignorant men
jeer and mock at us, desiring that they themselves should be
exalted in their imaginations. For what power hath a mortal?
or what strength hath a child of earth? For it is written; 7/ere
was no form before mine eyes; only I heard a breath and a
voice. What then? Shall a mortal be clean in the sight of the
Lord; or shall a man be unblameable for his works? secing
that He is distrustful against His servants and noteth some
perversity against His angels. Nay, the heaven is not clean in
His sight. Away then, ye that dwell in houses of clay, whereof,
even of the same clay, we ourselves are made. He smote them
like @ moth, and from morn to even they are no more. Because
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they could not succour themselves, they perished. He breathed
upon them and they died, because they had no wisdom. But call
thou, if perchance one shall obey thee, or if thow shalt see one of
the holy angels. For wrathk killeth the foolish man, and envy
slayeth him that is gone astray. And I have seen fools throwing
out roots, but forthwitk their habitation was eaten up. Far be
their sons jfrom safety. May they be mocked at the gates of
inferiors, and theve shall be none to deliver them. For the things
which are prepared for them, the righteous shall eat; but they
themselves shall not be delivered from evils. S

40. Forasmuch then as these things are manifest beforehand,
and we have searched into the depths of the Divine knowledge,
we ought to do all things in order, as many as the Master hath
commanded us to perform at their appointed seasons. Now the
offerings and ministrations He commanded to be performed
with care, and not to be done rashly or in disorder, but at fixed
times and seasons. And where and by whom He would have
them performed, He Himself fixed by His supreme will: that
all things being done with piety according to His good pleasure
might be acceptable to His will. They therefore that make
their offerings at the appointed seasons are acceptable and
blessed : for while they follow the institutions of the Master
they cannot go wrong. For unto the high-priest his proper
services have been assigned, and to the priests their proper
office is appointed, and upon the levites their proper min-
istrations are laid. The layman is bound by the layman’s
ordinances. '

41. Let each of you, brethren, in his own order give thanks
unto God, maintaining a good conscience and not transgressing
the appointed rule of his service, but acting with all seemliness.
Not in every place, brethren, are the continual daily sacrifices
offered, or the freewill offerings, or the sin offerings and the
trespass offerings, but in Jerusalem alone. And even there the
offering is not made in every place, but before the sanctuary in
the court of the altar; and this too through the high-priest and
the aforesaid ministers, after that the victim to be offered hath



TO THE CORINTHIANS. 367

been inspected for blemishes. They therefore who do any thing
contrary to the seemly ordinance of His will receive death as
the penalty. Ye see, brethren, in proportion as greater know-
ledge hath been vouchsafed unto us, so much the more are we
exposed to danger. .

42. The Apostles received the Gospel for us from the Lord
Jesus Christ; Jesus Christ was sent forth from God. So then
Christ is from God, and the Apostles are from Christ. Both
therefore came of the will of God in the appointed order. Having
therefore received a charge, and having been fully assured through
the resurrection of our Lord Jesus Christ and confirmed in the
word of God with full assurance of the Holy Ghost, they went
forth with the glad tidings that the kingdom of God should
come. So preaching everywhere in country and town, they ap-
pointed their first-fruits, when they had proved them by the
Spirit, to be bishops and deacons unto them that should believe.
And this they did in no new fashion; for indeed it had been
written concerning bishops and deacons from very ancient times;
for thus saith the scripture in a certain place, 7 will appoint
their bishops in righteousness and their deacons in faith.

43. And what marvel, if they which were entrusted in Christ
with such a work by God appointed the aféresaid persons?
seeing that even the blessed Moses who was a fastlful servant
in all His house recorded for a sign in the sacred books all
things that were enjoined upon him. And him also the rest of the
prophets followed, bearing witness with him unto the laws that
were ordained by him. For he, when jealousy arose concern-
ing the priesthood, and there was dissension among the tribes
which of them was adorned with the glorious name, commanded
the twelve chiefs of the tribes to bring to him rods inscribed
with the name of each tribe. And he took them and tied them
and sealed them with the signet rings of the chiefs of the tribes,
and put them away in the tabernacle of the testimony on the
table of God. And having shut the tabernacle he sealed the
keys and likewise also the doors. And he said unto them,
Brethren, the tribe whose rod shall bud, this hatk God chosen to be

24—2
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priests and ministers unto Him. Now when morning came, he
called together all Israel, even the six hundred thousand men,
and showed the seals to the chiefs of the tribes and opened the
tabernacle of the testimony and drew forth the rods. And the
. rod of Aaron was found not only with buds, but also bearing
{ruit. What think ye, dearly beloved? Did not Moses know
beforehand that this would come to pass? Assuredly he
knew it. . But that disorder might not arise in Israel, he did
thus, to the end that the Name of the true and only God
might be glorified: to whom be the glory for ever and ever.
Amen.

44. And our Apostles knew through our Lord Jesus Christ
that there would be strife over the name of the bishop’s office.
For this cause therefore, having received complete foreknowledge,
they appointed the aforesaid persons, and afterwards they pro-
vided a continuance, that if these should fall asleep, other ap-
proved men should succeed to their ministration. Those there-
fore who were appointed by them, or afterward by other men of
repute with the consent of the whole Church, and have ministered
unblameably to the flock of Christ in lowliness of mind, peace-
fully and with all modesty, and for long time have borne a good
report with all—these men we consider to be unjustly thrust out
from their ministration. For it will be no light sin for us, if we
thrust out those who have offered the gifts of the bishop’s office
unblameably and holily. Blessed are those presbyters who
have gone before, seeing that their departure was fruitful and
ripe : for they have no fear lest any one should remove them
from their appointed place. For we see that ye have displaced
certain persons, though they were living honourably, from the
ministration which they had kept blamelessly.

45. Be-ye contentious, brethren, and jealous about the
things that pertain unto salvation. Ye have searched the
scriptures, which are true, which were given through the Holy
Ghost ; and ye know that nothing unrighteous or counterfeit is
written in them. Ye will not find that righteous persons have
been thrust out by holy men. Righteous men were persecuted,
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but it was by the lawless; they were imprisoned, but it was by
the unholy. They were stoned by transgressors: they were slain
by those who had conceived a detestable and unrighteous jea-
lousy. Suffering these things, they endured nobly. For what
must we say, brethren? Was Daniel cast into the lions’ den by
them that feared God? Or were Ananias and Azarias and
Misael shut up in the furnace of fire by them that professed
the excellent and glorious worship of the Most High? Far be
this from our thoughts. Who then were they that did these
things? Abominable men and full of all wickedness were
stirred up to such a pitch of wrath, as to bring cruel suffering
upon them that served God in a holy and blameless purpose,
not knowing that the Most High is the champion and pro-
tector of them that in a pure conscience serve His excellent
Name : unto whom be the glory for ever and ever. Amen. But
they that endured patiently in confidence inherited glory and
honour; they were exalted, and had their names recorded by
God in their memorial for ever and ever. Amen.

46. To such examples as these therefore, brethren, we
also ought to cleave. For it is written; Cleave unto the saints,
Jor they that cleave unto them shall be sanctified. And again
He saith in another place; With the guiltless man thou shalt
be guiltless, and with the elect thou shalt be elect, and with the
crooked thow shalt deal crookedly. Let us therefore cleave to the
guiltless and righteous : and these are the elect of God. Where-
fore are there strifes and wraths and factions and divisions and
war among you? Have we not one God and one Christ and
one Spirit of grace that was shed upon us? And is there not
one calling in Christ? Wherefore do we tear and rend asunder
the members of Christ, and stir up factions against our own
body, and reach such a pitch of folly, as to forget that we are
members one of another? Remember the words of Jesus our
Lord: for He said, Woe unto that man, It were good for him
if he had not been born, rather than that he should offend one
of Mine elect. It were better for him that a mill-stone were
hanged about him, and he cast into the sea, than that ke should
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pervert one of Mine elect. Your division hath perverted many;
it hath brought many to despair, many to doubting, and all
of us to sorrow. And your sedition still continueth.

47. Take up the epistle of the blessed Paul the Apostle.
What wrote he first unto you in the beginning of the Gospel?
Of a truth he charged you in the Spirit concerning himself
and Cephas and Apollos, because that even then ye had made
parties. Yet that making of parties brought less sin upon you;
for ye were partisans of Apostles that were highly reputed,
and of a man approved in their sight. But now mark ye, who
they are that have perverted you and diminished the glory of
your renowned love for the brotherhood. It is shameful, dearly
beloved, yes, utterly shameful and unworthy of your conduct
in Christ, that it should be reported that the very sted-
fast and ancient Church of the Corinthians, for the sake of
one or two persons, maketh sedition against its presbyters.
And this report hath reached not only us, but them also which
differ from us, so that ye even heap blasphemies on the Name
of the Lord by reason of your folly, and moreover create peril
for yoﬁrselves.

48. Let us therefore root this out quickly, and let us
fall down before the Master and intreat Him with tears, that
He may show Himself propitious and be reconciled unto us, and
may restore us to the seemly and pure conduct which belongeth
to our love of the brethren. For this is a gate of righteous-
ness opened unto life, as it is written; Open me the gates of
righteousness, that I may enter in thereby and praise the Lord.
Tis is the gate of the Lord; the righteous shall enter in thereby.
Seeing then that many gates are opened, this is that gate which
is in righteousness, even that which is in Christ, whereby all
are blessed that have entered in and direct their path in
holiness and righteousness, performing all things without con-
fusion. Let a man be faithful, let him be able to expound
a deep saying, let him be wise in the discernment of words,
let him be strenuous in deeds, let him be pure; for so much
the more ought he to be lowly in mind, in proportion as he
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seemeth to be the greater; and he ought to seek the common
advantage of all, and not his own.

49. Let him that hath love in Christ fulfil the command-
ments of Christ. Who can declare the bond of the love of
God? Who is sufficient to tell the majesty of its beauty?
The height, whereunto love exalteth, is unspeakable, Love
joineth us unto God; love covereth a multitude of sins; love
endureth all things, is long-suffering in all things. There is
nothing coarse, nothing arrogant in love. Love hath no di-
visions, love maketh no seditions, love doeth all things in con-
cord. In love were all the elect of God made perfect ; without
love nothing is well-pleasing to God: in love the Master took
us unto Himself; for the love which He had toward us, Jesus
Christ our Lord hath given His blood for us by the will of God,
and His flesh for our flesh and His life for our lives.

50. Ye see, dearly beloved, how great and marvellous
a thing is love, and there is no declaring its perfection. Who is
sufficient to be found therein, save those to whom God shall
-vouchsafe it? Let us therefore entreat and ask of His mercy,
that we may be found blameless in love, standing apart from the
factiousness of men. All the generations from Adam unto this day
have passed away : but they that by God’s grace were perfected in
love dwell in the abode of the pious; and they shall be made
manifest in the visitation of the Kingdom of God. For it is
written : Enter into the closet for a very little while, until Mine
anger and My wrath shall pass away, and I will vemember a good
day and will raise you from your tombs. Blessed were we, dearly
beloved, if we should be doing the commandments of God in
concord of love, to the end that our sins may through love be
forgiven us. For it is written ; Blessed are they whose iniquities
are forgiven, and whose sins are covered. Blessed is the man to
whom the Lord shall impute no sin, neither is guile in his mouth.
This declaration of blessedness was pronounced upon them that
have been elected by God through Jesus Christ our Lord, to
whom be the glory for ever and ever. Amen.

51. For all our transgressions which we have committed
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through any of the wiles of the adversary, let us entreat that we
may obtain forgiveness. Yea and they also, who set themselves
up as leaders of faction and division, ought to look to the common
ground of hope. For such as walk in fear and love desire that
they themselves should fall into suffering rather than their
neighbours; and they pronounce condemnation against them-
selves rather than against the harmony which hath been handed
down to us nobly and righteously. For it is good for a man
to make confession of his trespasses rather than to harden his
heart, as the heart of those was hardened who made sedition
against Moses the servant of God; whose condemnation was
clearly manifest, for they went down to hades alive, and Deatk
shall be their shepherd. Pharaoh and his host and all the rulers
of Egypt, their chariots and their horsemen, were overwhelmed
in the depths of the Red Sea, and perished for none other reason
but because their foolish hearts were hardened after that the
signs and the wonders had been wrought in the land of Egypt
by the hand of Moses the servant of God.

52, The Master, brethren, hath need of nothing at all.
He desireth not anything of any man, save to confess unto
Him. For the elect David saith; 7 will confess unto the Lord,
and it shall please Him more than a young calf that groweth
horns and hoofs. Let the poor see it, and rejoice. And again
He saith; Sacrifice to God a sacrifice of praise, and pay thy vows
to the Most High: and call upon Me in the day of thine apffic-
tion, and I will deliver thee, and thou shalt glorify Me. For
a sacrifice unto God is a broken spirit.

53. For ye know, and know well, the sacred scriptures,
dearly beloved, and ye have searched into the oracles of God.
We write these things therefore to put you in remembrance.
When Moses went up into the mountain and had spent forty
days and forty nights in fasting and humiliation, God said
unto him ; Moses, Moses, come down quickly hence, for My people
whom thou leddest forth from the land of Egypt have wrought
iniquity : they have transgressed quickly out of the way whick thou
didst command unto them: they have made for themselves molten
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Zmages. And the Lord said unto him; I kave spoken unto thee
once and twice, saying, I have seen this people, and behold it is
stiff-necked. Let Me destroy them utterly, and I will blot out
their name from under heaven, and I will make of thee a nation
great and wonderful and numerous more than this. And Moses
said ; Nay, not so, Lord. Forgive this people their sin, or blot
me also out of the book of the living. O mighty love! O un-
surpassable perfection! The servant is bold with his Master ;
he asketh forgiveness for the multitude, or he demandeth that
himself also be blotted out with them.

54. Who therefore is noble among you? Who is com-
passionate? Who is fulfilled with love? Let him say; If by
reason of me there be faction and strife and divisions, I retire,
I depart, whither ye will, and I do that which is ordered by
the people: only let the flock of Christ be at peace with its duly
appointed presbyters. He that shall have done this, shall win
for himself great renown in Christ, and every place will receive
him : for the earth is the Lord’s and the fulness thereof. Thus
have they done and will do, that live as citizens of that kingdom
of God which bringeth no regrets.

55. But, to bring forward examples of Gentiles also; many
kings and rulers, when some season of pestilence pressed upon
them, being taught by oracles have delivered themselves over to
death, that they might rescue their fellow citizens through their
own blood. Many have retired from their own cities, that they
might have no more seditions. We know that many among our-
selves have delivered themselves to bondage, that they might
ransom others. Many have sold themselves to slavery, and re-
ceiving the price paid for themselves have fed others. Many
women being strengthened through the grace of God have
performed many manly deeds. The blessed Judith, when the
city was beleaguered, asked of the elders that she might be
suffered to go forth into the camp of the aliens. So she
exposed herself to peril and went forth for love of her country
and of her people which were beleaguered; and the Lord de-
livered Holophernes into the hand of a woman. To no less
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peril did Esther also, who was perfect in faith, expose herself, that
she might deliver the twelve tribes of Israel, when they were on
the point to perish. For through her fasting and her humiliation
she entreated the all-seeing Master, the God of the ages; and
He, seeing the humility of her soul, delivered the people for
whose sake she encountered the peril.

56. Therefore let us also make intercession for them that
are in any transgression, that forbearance and humility may
be given them, to the end that they may yield not unto us, but
unto the will of God. For so shall the compassionate remem-
brance of them with God and the saints be fruitful unto them,
and perfect. Let us accept chastisement, whereat no man ought
to be vexed, dearly beloved. The admonition which we give one
to another is good and exceeding useful ; for it joineth us unto the
will of God. For thus saith the holy word; Tke Lord hatk
tndeed chastened me, and katk not delivered me over unto death.
For whom the Lord lveth He chasteneth, and scourgeth every
son whom He receiveth. For the righteous, it is said, shall chasten
me tn mercy and shall reprove me, but let not the mercy of sin-
ners anoint my head. And again He saith; Blessed is the man
- whom the Lord hath reproved, and refuse not thou the admonition
of the Almighty. For He causeth pain, and He restoreth again :
He hath smitten, and His hands have healed, Six times shall
He rescue thee from afflictions: and at the seventl no evil
shall touch thee. In famine He shall deliver thee from death,
and in war He shall rvelease thee from the arm of the sword.
And from the scourge of the tongue shall He hide thee, and thou
shalt not be afraid when evils approach. Thou shalt laugh at the
unrighteous and wicked, and of the wild beasts thou shalt not
be afraid. For wild beasts shall be at peace with thee. Then
shalt thou know that thy house shall be at peace : and the abode
of thy tabernacle shall not go wrong, and thou shalt know that
thy seed is many, and thy children as the plenteous herbage of
the field. And thou shalt come to the grave as ripe corn reaped
in due season, or as the heap of the threshing floor gathered
together at the right time. Ye sce, dearly beloved, how great
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protection there is for them that are chastened by the Master:
for being a kind father He chasteneth us to the end that we
may obtain mercy through His holy chastisement.

5§7. Ye therefore that laid the foundation of the sedition,
submit yourselves unto the presbyters and receive chastisement
unto repentance, bending the knees of your heart. Learn to
submit yourselves, laying aside the arrogant and proud stub-
bornness of your tongue. For it is better for you to be found
little in the flock of Christ and to have your name on God’s
roll, than to be had in exceeding honour and yet be cast
out from the hope of Him. For thus saith the All-virtuous
Wisdom ; Bekold I will pour out for you a saying of My breath,
and I will teack you My word. Because I called and ye obeyed
not, and I keld out words and ye heeded not, but made My coun-
sels of none efffect, and were disobedient unto My reproofs ;, therefore
I also will laugh at your destruction, and will rejoice over you
when ruin cometh upon you, and when confusion overtaketh you
suddenly, and your overthrow is at hand lLike a whirlwind, or
when anguish and beleaguerment come upon you. ' For it shall
be, when ye call upon Me, yet will I not hear you. Evil men shall
seek Me and shall not find Me: for they hated wisdom, and
chose not the fear of the Lord, neither would they give heed unto
My counsels, but mocked at My reproofs. Therefore they shall
eat the fruits of their own way, and shall be filled with their
own ungodliness. For because they wronged babes, they shall be
slain, and inquisition shall destroy the ungodly. But ke that
heareth Me shall dwell safely trusting in hope, and shall be quiet
Jrom fear of all evil.

58. Let us therefore be obedlent unto His most holy
and glorious Name, thereby escaping the threatenings which
were spoken of old by the mouth of Wisdom against them
which disobey, that we may dwell safely, trusting in the most
holy Name of His majesty. Receive our counsel, and ye
shall have no occasion of regret. For as God liveth, and the
Lord Jesus Christ liveth, and the Holy Spirit, who are the
faith and the hope of the elect, so surely shall he, who with
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lowliness of mind and instant in gentleness hath without regret-
fulness performed the ordinances and commandments that
are given by God, be enrolled and have a name among the
number of them that are saved through Jesus Christ, through
whom is the glory unto Him for ever and ever. Amen.

59. But if certain persons should be disobedient unto the
words spoken by Him through us, let them understand that
they will entangle themselves in no slight transgression and
danger ; but we shall be guiltless of this sin. And we will
ask, with instancy of prayer and supplication, that the Creator
of the universe may guard intact unto the end the number
that hath been numbered of His elect throughout the whole

— world, through His beloved Son Jesus Christ, through whom
He called us from darkness to light, from ignorance to the full
knowledge of the glory of His Name.

Grant unto us, Lord, that we may set our hope on Thy
Name which is the primal source of all creation, and open the
eyes of our hearts, that we may know Thee, who alone aédidest
Highest in the kighest, Holy in the holy; who layest low the inso-
lence of the proud, who scatterest the imaginings of nations; who
settest the lbowly on high, and bringest the lofty low,; who
makest rick and makest poor; who killest and makest alive; who
alone art the Benefactor of spirits and the God of all flesh;
who lookest into the abysses, who scannest the works of man; the
Succour of them that are in peril, the Seviour of them that are
in despair; the Creator and Overseer of every spirit; who mul-
tipliest the nations upon earth, and hast chosen out from all

... men those that love Thee through Jesus Christ, Thy beloved
Son, through whom Thou didst instruct us, didst sanctify
us, didst honour us. We beseech Thee, Lord and Master, to
be our help and succour. Save those among us who are in
tribulation ; have mercy on the lowly; lift up the fallen;
show Thyself unto the needy ; heal the ungodly; convert the
wanderers of Thy people; feed the hungry; release our
prisoners ; raise up the weak ; comfort the faint-hearted. Let

- — all the Gentiles know that T/4ox art God alone, and Jesus
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Christ is Thy Son, and we are Thy people and the sheep of Thy
pasture.

60. Thou through Thine operations didst make manifest
the everlasting fabric of the world. Thou, Lord, didst create
the earth. Thou that art faithful throughout all generations,
righteous in Thy judgments, marvellous in strength and ex-
cellence, Thou that art wise in creating and prudent in esta-
blishing that which Thou hast made, that art good in the
things which are seen and .faithful with them that trust on
Thee, pitiful and compassionate, forgive us our iniquities and
our unrighteousnesses and our transgressions and shortcomings,
Lay not to our account every sin of Thy servants and Thine
handmaids, but cleanse us with the cleansing of Thy truth,
and guide our steps to walk in holiness and righteousness
and singleness of heart and to do such things as are good
and well-pleasing in Thy sight and in the sight of our rulers.
Yea, Lord, make Thy face to shine upon us in peace for our
good, that we may be sheltered by Thy mighty hand and
delivered from every sin by Thine uplifted arm. And deliver
us from them that hate us wrongfully. Give concord and
peace to us and to all that dwell on the earth, as Thou gavest
to our fathers, when they called on Thee in faith and truth
with holiness, that we may be saved, while we render obedi-
ence to Thine almighty and most excellent Name, and to our
rulers and governors upon the earth.

61. Thou, Lord and Master, hast given them the power
of sovereignty through Thine excellent and unspeakable might,
that we knowing the glory and honour which Thou hast
given them may submit ourselves unto them, in nothing re-
sisting Thy will. Grant unto them therefore, O Lord, health,
peace, concord, stability, that they may administer the go-
vernment which Thou hast given them without failure. For
Thou, O heavenly Master, King of the ages, givest to the
sons of men glory and honour and power over all things that
are upon the earth. Do Thou, Lord, direct their counsel ac-
cording to that which is good and well-pleasing in Thy sight,
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that, administering in peace and gentleness with godliness the
power which Thou hast given them, they may obtain Thy
favour. O Thou, who alone art able to do these things and
things far more exceeding good than these for us, we praise
Thee through the High-priest and Guardian of our souls, Jesus
Christ, through whom be the glory and the majesty unto
Thee both now and for all generations and for ever and ever.
Amen. .

62. As touching those things which befit our religion and
are most useful for a virtuous life to such as would guide
their steps in holiness and righteousness, we have written fully
unto you, brethren. For concerning faith and repentance and
genuine love and temperance and sobriety and patience we
have handled every argument, putting you in remembrance,
that ye ought to please Almighty God in righteousness and
truth and long-suffering with holiness, laying aside malice and
pursuing concord in love and peace, being instant in gentle-
ness; even as our fathers, of whom we spake before, pleased
Him, being lowly-minded towards their Father and God and
Creator and towards all men. And we have put you in mind of
these things the more gladly, since we knew well that we were
writing to men who are faithful and highly accounted and
have diligently searched into the oracles of the teaching of God.

63. Therefore it is right for us to give heed to so great and
so many examples and to submit the neck and occupying the
place of obedience to take our side with them that are the
leaders of our souls, that ceasing from this foolish dissension
we may attain unto the goal which lieth before us in truthfulness,
keeping aloof from every fault. For ye will give us great joy
and gladness, if ye render obedience unto the things written by
us through the Holy Spirit, and root out the unrighteous anger
of your jealousy, according to the entreaty which we have made
for peace and concord in this letter. And we have also sent
faithful and prudent men that have walked among us from
youth unto old age unblameably, who shall also be witnesses
between you and us. And this we have done that ye might
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know that we have had, and still have, every solicitude that
ye should be speedily at peace.

64. Finally may the All-seeing God and Master of spirits
and Lord of all flesh, who chose the Lord Jesus Christ, and us
through Him for a peculiar people, grant unto every soul that is
called after His excellent and holy Name faith, fear, peace,
patience, long-suffering, temperance, chastity and soberness, that
they may be well-pleasing unto His Name through our High-
priest and Guardian Jesus Christ, through whom unto Him be
glory and majesty, might and honour, both now and for ever
and ever. Amen.

65. Now send ye back speedily unto us our messengers
Claudius Ephebus and Valerius Bito, together with Fortunatus
also, in peace and with joy, to the end that they may the
more quickly report the peace and concord which is prayed
for and earnestly desired by us, that we also may the more
speedily rejoice over your good order.

The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ be with you and with all
men in all places who have been called by God and through
Him, through whom is glory and honour, power and greatness
and eternal dominion, unto Him, from the ages past and for
ever and ever. Amen,
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RETHREN, we ought so to think of Jesus Christ, as

of God, as of the Judge of quick and dead. And

we ought not to think mean things of our Salvation: for
when we think mean things of Him, we expect also to receive
mean things. And they that listen as concerning mean things
do wrong; and we ourselves do wrong, not knowing whence
and by whom and unto what place we were called, and
how many things Jesus Christ endured to suffer for our
sakes. What recompense then shall we give unto Him?
or what fruit worthy of His own gift to us? And how
many mercies do we owe to Him! For He bestowed the
light upon us; He spake to us, as a father to his sons; He
saved us, when we were perishing. What praise then shall we
give to Him? or what pdyment of recompense for those things
which we received ? we who were maimed in our understanding,
and worshipped stocks and stones, gold and silver and bronze,
the works of men; and our whole life was nothing else but
death. While then we were thus wrapped in darkness]and
oppressed with this thick mist in our vision, we recovered our
sight, putting off by His will the cloud wherein we were wrapped.
For He had mercy on us, and in His compassion saved us,
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having beheld in us much error and perdition, even when we
had no hope of salvation, save that which came from Him:
For He called us, when we were not, and from not being He
willed us to be.

2. Rejoice, thou barren that bearest not. Break out and
cry, thou that travailest not; for more are the children of the
desolate than of her that hath the husband. 1In that He said
Rejoice, thou barren that bearest not, He spake of us: for our
Church was barren, before that children were given unto her.
And in that He said, Cry alboud, thou that travailest not, He
meaneth this; Let us not, like women in travail, grow weary of
offering up our prayers with simplicity to God. Again, in that
He said, For the children of the desolate are more than of her
that hatk the husband, He so spake, because our people seemed
desolate and forsaken of God, whereas now, having believed,
we have become more than those who seemed to have God.
Again another scripture saith, 7 cawme not to call the righteous,
but sinners. He meaneth this ; that it is right to save them that
are perishing. For this indeed is a great and marvellous work,
to establish, not those things which stand, but those whieh are
falling. So also Christ willed to save the-things which were
perishing. And He saved many, coming and calling us when
we were even now perishing. :

3. Seeing then that He bestowed so great mercy on us;
first of ali, that we, who are living, do not sacrifice to these dead
gods, neither worship them, but through Him have knewn the
Father of truth. What else is this knowledge to Himward,
but not to deny Him through whom we have known Him?
Yea, He Himself saith, Whoso confesseth Me, Him will I
confess before the Father. This then is our reward, if verily
we shall confess Him through whom we were saved. But wherein
do we confess Him? ‘When we do that which He saith and are
not disobedient unto His commandments, and not only Zonour
Him with our lips, but with our whole heart and with our whole
mind. Now He saith also in Isaiah, T/kis people honoureth Me
with their lips, but their heart is far from Me.

CLEM, 25
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4. Let us therefore not only call Him Lord, for this will not
save us: for He saith, Noz cvery one that saith unto Me, L ord,
Lord, shall be saved, but ke that doeth righteousness. So then,
brethren, let us confess Him in our works, by loving one another,

‘by not committing adultery nor speaking evil one against ano-

ther nor envying, but being temperate, merciful, kindly. And
we ought to have fellow-feeling one with another and not to
be covetous. By these works let us confess Him, and not by
the contrary. And we ought not rather to fear men but God.
For this cause, if ye do these things, the Lord said, T/ougtk ye be
gathered together with Me in My bosom, and do not My conme-
mandments, I will cast you away and will say unto you, Depart
Jrom Me, I know you not whence ye are, ye workers of iniquity.

5. Wherefore, brethren, let us forsake our sojourn in this
world and do the will of Him that called us, and let us not be
afraid to depart out of this world. For the Lord saith, Ye skall
be as lambs in the mid:t of wolves. But Peter answered and
said unto Him, What then, if the wolves should tear the lambs?
Jesus said unto Peter, Let not the lambs fear the wolves after
they are dead ; and ye also, fear ye not them that kill you and
are not able to do anything to you; but fear him that after ye
are dead hath power over soul and body, to cast them into the
gehenna of fire. And ye know, brethren, that the sojourn of
this flesh in this world is mean and for a short time, but the
promise of Christ is great and marvellous, even the rest of the
kingdom that shall be and of life eternal. What then can we
do to obtain them, but walk in holiness and righteousness, and
consider these worldly things as alien to us, and not desire them?
For when we desire to obtain these things we fall away from
the righteous path. '

6. But the Lord saith, No servant can serve two masters.
If we desire to serve both God and mammon, it is unprofitable
for us: For what advantage is it, if a man gain the whole world
and forfeit kis soul? Now this age and the future are two ene-
mies. The one speaketh of adultery and defilement and avarice
and deceit, but the other biddeth farewell to these. Wé cannot
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therefore be friends of the two, but must bid farewell to the one
and hold companionship with the other. Let us consider that it
is better to hate the things which are here, because they are mean
and for a short time and perishable, and to love the things
which are there, for they are good and imperishable. For, if we
do the will of Christ, we shall find rest; but if otherwise, then
nothing shall deliver us from eternal punishment, if we should
disobey His commandments. And the scripture also saith in:
Ezekiel, Though Noak and Fob and Daniel should rise up, they
shall not deliver their children in the captivity. But if even such
righteous men as these cannot by their righteous deeds deliver
their children, with what confidence shall we, if we keep not
our baptism pure and undefiled, enter into the kingdom of God?
Or who shall be our advocate, unless we be found having holy
and righteous works? .

7. So then, my brethren, let us contend, knowing that the
" contest is nigh at hand, and that, while many resort to the cor-
ruptible contests, yet not all are crowned, but only they that
have toiled hard and contended bravely. Let us then contend
that we all may be crowned. Wherefore let us run in the
straight course, the incorruptible contest. And let us resort
to it in throngs and contend, that we may also be crowned.:
And if we cannot all be crowned, let us at least come near to
the crown. We ought to know that he which contendeth in
the corruptible contest, if he be found dealing corruptly with it,
is first flogged, and then removed and driven out of the race-
course. What think ye? What shall be done to him that
hath dealt corruptly with the contest of incorruption? For as
concerning them that have not kept the seal, He saith, Z/zr
worm shall not die, and their fire shall not be quenched, and they
shall be for a spectacle unto all flesk.

8. While we are on earth then, let us repent : for we are clay
under the craftsman’s hand. For in like manner as the potter,
if he be making a vessel, and it get twisted or crushed in his
hands, reshapeth it again ; but if he have once put it into the fiery
oven, he shall no longer mend it : so also let us, while we are in

25—-2
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this world, repent with our whole heart of the evil things which
we have done in the flesh, that we may be saved by the Lord,
while we have yet time for repentance. For after that we
have departed out of the world, we can no more make
confession there, or repent any more. Wherefore, brethren,
if we shall have done the will of the Father and kept the
flesh pure and guarded the commandments of the Lord, we
shall receive life eternal. Forthe Lord saith in the Gospel, Zf
ye kept not that whick is Uttle, who shall give unto you that
whick is great? For I say unto you that he whkick is fait/iful
in the least, is faithful also in muck. So then He meaneth
this, Keep the flesh pure and the seal unstained, to the end that
we may receive life.

9. And let not any one of you say that this flesh is not
judged neither riseth again. Understand ye. In what were
ye saved? In what did ye recover your sight? if ye were not
in this flesh. We ought therefore to guard the flesh as a temple
of God: for in like manner as ye were called in the flesh, ye
shall come also in the flesh. If Christ the Lord who saved us,
being first spirit, then became flesh, and so called us, in like
manner also shall we in this flesh receive our reward. Let us
therefore love one another, that we all may come unto the
kingdom ‘of God. While we have time to be healed, let us
place ourselves in the hands of God the physician, giving Him
a recompense. What recompense? Repentance from a sincere
heart. For He discerneth all things beforehand and knoweth
what is in our heart. Let us therefore give unto Him eternal
praise, not from our lips only, but also from our heart, that
He may receive us as sons. For the Lord also said, Z/ese
are My brethren, whick do the will.of My Fatker.

10. Wherefore, my brethren, let us do the will of the
Father which called us, that we may live; and let us the
rather pursue virtue, but forsake vice as the forerunner of our
sins, and let us flee from ungodliness, lest evils overtake us,
For if we be diligent in doing good, peace will pursue us.
For for this cause is a man unable to attain happiness, seeing

T~
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that they call in the fears of men, preferring rather the enjoy-
ment which is here than the promise which is to come. For
they know not how great torment the enjoyment which is here
bringeth, and what delight the promise which is to come
bringeth. And if verily they were doing these things by
themselves alone, it had been tolerable: but now they continue
teaching evil to innocent souls, not knowing that they shall
have their condemmation doubled, both themselves and their
hearers.

~ 11. Let us therefore serve God in a pure heart, and we
shall be righteous; but if we serve Him not, because we be-
lieve not the promise of God, we shall be wretched. For the
word of prophecy also saith: Wretched are the double-minded,
that doubt in their heart and say, These things we heavd of old
in the days of our fathers also, yet we have waited day after day
and have seen none of them. Ye fools! compare yourselves unto a
tree; take a vine. First it sheddeth its leaves, then a shoot cometh,
after this a sour Berry, then a full ripe grape. So likewise
My people had tumults and afftictions: but afterward they
shall receive good things, Wherefore, my brethren, let us not
be double-minded but endure patiently in hope, that we may
also obtain our reward. For faithful is He that promised to
pay to each man the recompense of his works. If therefore
we shall have wrought righteousness in the sight of God, we
shall enter into His kingdom and shall receive the promises
which ear kath not heard nor eye seen, neither hath it entered into
the heart of mian.

12. Let us therefore await the kingdom of God betimes
in love and righteousness, since we know not the day .of God’s
éppearing. For the Lord Himself, being asked by a certain
person when His kingdom would come, said, When the two
shall be one, and the outside as the inside, and the male with the
Jfemale, neither male nor female. Now the two are one, when we
Speak truth among ourselves, and in two bodies there shall
be one soul without dissimulation. And by #ke outside as the
inside He meaneth this: by the inside He meaneth the soul
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and by the outside the body. Therefore in like manner as
thy body appeareth, so also let thy soul be manifest in its good
works. And by the male with the female, neither male nor fernale,
He meaneth this; that a brother seeing a sister should have
no thought of her as of a female, and that a sister seeing a
brother should not have any thought of him as of a male. These
things if ye do, saith He, the kingdom of my Father shall come.

13. Therefore, brethren, let us repent forthwith. Let us
be sober unto that which is good: for we are full of
much folly and wickedness. -Let us wipe away from us our
former sins, and let us repent with our whole soul and be
saved. And let us not be found men-pleasers. Neither let us
desire to please one another only, but also those men that are
without, by our righteousness, that the Name be not blasphemed
by reason of us. For the Lord saith, Every way My Name is
blasphemed among all the Gentiles; and again, Woe unto him by
reason of whom My Nawme is blasphemed. Wherein is it blasphem-
ed? In that ye do not the things which I desire. For the Gen-
tiles, when they hear from our mouth the oracles of God, marvel
at them for their beauty and greatness; then, when they discover
that our works are not worthy of the words which we speak, forth-
with they betake themselves to blasphemy, saying that it is an
idle story and a delusion. For when they hear from us that God
saith, J¢ is no thank unto you, if ye love them that love you, but
this is thank unto you, if ye love your enemies and them that hate
you; when they hear these things, I say, they marvel at their
exceeding goodness; but when they see that we not only do’
not love them that hate us, but not even them that love us,
they laugh us to scorn, and the Name is blasphemed.

14. Wherefore, brethren, if we do the will of God our Father,
we shall be of the first Church, which is spiritual, which was
created before the sun and moon; but if we do not the will
of the Lord, we shall be of the scripture that saith, My house
was made a den of robbers. So therefore let us choose rather
to be of the Church of life, that we may be saved. And Ido
not suppose ye are ignorant that the living Church is the
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‘body of Christ: for the scripture saith, God made man, male
and female. The male is Christ and the female'is the Church.
And the Books and the Apostles plainly declare that the
Church existeth not now for the first time, but hath been from
the beginning: for she was spiritual, as our Jesus also was
spiritual, but was manifested in the last days that He might
save us. Now the Church, being spiritual, was manifested in
the flesh of Christ, thereby showing us that, if any of us guard
her in the flesh and defile her not, he shall receive her again
in the Holy Spirit: for this flesh is the counterpart and copy
of the spirit. No man therefore, when he hath defiled the copy,
shall receive the original for his portion. This therefore is what
He meaneth, brethren ; Guard ye the flesh, that ye may partake
of the spirit. But if we say that the flesh is the Church and
the spirit is Christ, then he that hath dealt wantonly with
the flesh hath dealt wantonly with the Church. Such an one
therefore shall not partake of the spirit, which is Christ. So
excellent is the life and immortality which this flesh can receive
as its portion, if the Holy Spirit be joined to it. No man
can declare or tell those things which the Lord hath prepared
for His elect. o

15. Now I do not think that I have given any mean counsel
respecting continence, and whosoever performeth it shall not
repent thereof, but shall save both 'himself and me his counsellor.
For it is no mean reward to convert a wandering and perishing
soul, that it may be saved. For this is the recompense which
we are able to pay to God who created us, if he that speaketh
and heareth both speak and hear with faith and love. Let us
therefore abide in the things which we believed, in righteousness
and holiness, that we may with boldness ask of God who saith,
Whiles thou art still speaking I will say, Bekold, I am here.
For this word is the token of a great promise: for the Lord
saith of Himself that He is more ready to give than he that
asketh to ask. Seeing then that we are partakers of so great
kindness, let us not grudge ourselves the obtaining of so many
good things. For in proportion as the pleasure is great which
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these words bring to them that have performed them, so also is
the condemnation great which they bring to them that have been
disobedient.

16. Therefore, brethren, since we have found no small op-
portunity for repentance, seeing that we have time, let us turn
again unto God that called us, while we have still One that re-
ceiveth us. For if we bid farewell to these enjoyments and
conquer our soul in refusing to fulfil its evil lusts, we shall be
partakers of the mercy of Jesus. But ye know that the day of
judgment cometh even now as a burning oven, and the powers

. of the heavens shall melt, and all the earth as lead melting on
the fire, and then shall appear the secret and open works of men.
Almsgiving therefore is a good thing, even as repentance from
sin. Fasting is better than prayer, but almsgiving than both.
And love covereth a multitude of sins, but prayer out of a good
conscience delivereth from death. Blessed is every man that is
found full of these. For almsgiving lifteth off the burden of sin.

17. Let us therefore repent with -our whole heart, lest any
of us perish by the way. For if we have received commands,
that we should make this also our business, to tear men away
from idols and to instruct them, how much more is it wrong that
a soul which knoweth God already should perish! Therefore
let us assist one another, that we may also lead the weak
upward as touching that which is good, to the end that we all
may be saved: and let us convert and admonish one another.
And let us not think te give heed and believe now only, while
we are admonished by the presbyters; but likewise when we
have departed home, let us remember the commandments of the
Lord, and not suffer ourselves to be dragged off the other way
by our worldly lusts; but coming hither more frequently, let us
strive to go forward in the commands of the Lord, that we all
having the same mind may be gathered together unto life. For
the Lord said, 7 come to gather together all the nations, tribes, and
languages. Herein He speaketh of the day of His appearing,.
when He shall come and redeem us, each man according to his

works. And the unbelievers skall see His glory and His might :

~
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and they shall be amazed when they see the kingdom of the
world given to Jesus, saying, Woe unto us, for Thou wast, and
we knew it not, and believed neot; and we obeyed not the pres-
byters when they told us of owr salvation. And Z/eir worm
shall not die, and their fire shall not be quenched, and they shall be
Jor a spectacle unto all flesh. He speaketh of that day of judg-
ment, when men shall see those among us that lived ungodly
lives and dealt falsely with the commandments of Jesus Christ.
But the righteous, having done good and endured torments and
hated the pleasures of the soul, when they shall behold them that
have done amiss and denied Jesus by their words or by their
deeds, how that they are punished with grievous torments in
unquenchable fire, shall give glory to God, saying, There will be
hope for him that hath served God with his whole heart.

18. Therefore let us also be found among those that give
thanks, among those that have served God, and not among the
ungodly that are judged. For I myself too, being an utter sinner
and not yet escaped from temptation, but being still amidst the
éngines of the devil, do my diligence to follow after righteous-

"ness, that I may prevail so far at least as to come near unto it,
while I fear the judgment to come.

19. Therefore, brothers and sisters, after the God of truth
hath been heard, I read to you an exhortation to the end that ye
may give heed to the things which are written, so that ye may
save both yourselves and him that readeth in the midst of you.
For I ask of you as a reward that ye repent with your whole
heart, and give salvation and life to yourselves. For doing this
we shall set a goal for all the young who desire to toil in
the study of piety and of the goodness of God. And let us not
be displeased and vexed, fools that we are, whensoever any one
admonisheth us and turneth us aside from unrighteousness unto.
righteousness. For sometimes while we do evil things, we perceive
it not by reason of the double-mindedness and unbelief which is
in our breasts, and we are darkened in our understanding by our
vain lusts. Let us therefore practise righteousness that we may
be saved unto the end. Blessed are they that obey these ordi-
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nances. Though they may endure affliction for a short time in
- the world, they will gather the immortal fruit of the resur-
rection. Therefore let not the godly be grieved, if he be
miserable in the times that now are: a blessed time awaiteth
him. He shall live again in heaven with the fathers, and shall
have rejoicing throughout a sorrowless eternity. ‘

20. Neither suffer ye this again to trouble your mind, that
we see the unrighteous possessing wealth, and the servants of
God straitened. Let us then have faith, brothers and sisters.
We are contending in the lists of a living God; and we are
trained by the present life, that we may be crowned with the
future. No righteous man hath reaped fruit quickly, but waiteth
for it. For if God had paid the recompense of the righteous
speedily, then straightway we should have been training ourselves
in merchandise, and not in godliness ; for we should seem to be
righteous, though we were pursuing not that which is godly, but
that which is gainful. And for this cause Divine judgment
overtaketh a spirit that is not just, and loadeth it with chains.

To the only God invisible, the Father of truth, who sent
forth unto us the Saviour and Prince of immortality, through
whom also He made manifest unto us the truth and the heavenly.
life, to Him be the glory for ever and ever. Amen.
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HE following editions succeeded in the interval between the

appearance of my own in 1869 and .the publication of the
discovery of Bryennios at the end of 187s. '

1. Clementis Romani ad Corinthios Epistula. Insunt el altera

quam ferunt Clementis Epistula et Fragmenta. Ed.J. C. M. LAURENT,
8vo. Lipsie 1870.

The editor had already distinguished himself in this field by one
or two admirable conjectures, § 38 éorw, § 45 éyypagor. This edition
is furnished with prolegomena and notes, but the text is perhaps the
most important part. The editor has made use of Tischendorf’s
earlier text and of the photograph (see above, p. 24); but he was
not acquainted with my edition which had then but recently ap-
peared. '

2. Clementis Romani Epistule. Ad ipsius Codicis Alexandrini
Sidem ac modum repetitis curis, edidit CoNsT. DE “TISCHENDORF, 4to.
Lipsie 1873.

In his Prolegomena and Commentarius the editor discusses the
points of difference between himself and me with regard to the
reading of the Alexandrian Ms. At his request our common friend
Dr W. Wright, the distinguished Oriental Scholar, consulted the Ms
in the more impertamt and dowbtful passages; and in some points
decided in favour of Tischendosf, while in others he confirmed my
reading (see p. viii sq.). Over and above these passages there still
remained a few differences. In some of these cases I was undoubtedly
wrong; in others the newly discovered Ms has proved me to be
unquestionably right. These points will be mentioned in the following
Addenda. I congratulate myself in having oriticisms on my work
froma writer so eminently competent in this department as Tischendorf;
and probably the Alexandrian Ms has now by successive labours been
almost as fully and correctly deciphered, as it ever will be. It is a
happy incident that this result was mainly achieved before the dis-
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covery of the second Greek Ms and the Syriac Version, which have
furnished new data for the construction of the text. While preparing
for this present volume, I have again consulted the Alexandrian Ms,
where doubtful points still remained, and the result of this inspection

will be given in the following pages.

3. Barnabe Epistula Grace et Latine, Clementis Romani Epistule.
Recensuerunt atque illustraverunt, ele. OscAR DE GEBHARDT Zsfonus,
ApoLrus HARNACK Livonus. Lipsie 1875. This forms the first
fasciculus of the new Patrum Apostolicorum Opera, which is called
Editio post Dresselianam alteram tertia, but is in fact a new work from
beginning to end.

The joint editors of this valuable edition have divided their work
so that the text and apparatus criticus with those portions of the
prolegomena which refer to this department are assigned to Gebhardt,
while Harnack takes the exegetical notes and the parts of the pro-
legomena which refer to date, authorship, reception, etc. The text
is constructed with sobriety and judgment; and in other respects
the work is a useful and important contribution to early patristic

literature.

Besides these editions, the following reviews (among others which
appeared) of my own volume may be mentioned.

Gittingen Gelehrte Anzeigen, March 23, 1870, H. E. [EwALD].

Academy, July 9, 1870, R. A. Lipsius.

Zeitschrift fir Wissenschaftliche Theologie, 1870, p. 394 sq. (contain-

ing a review of Laurent’s edition also). A. HILGENFELD.

A full catalogue of the literature of the subject which appeared

during this interval is given by Harnack in his second edition.

The discovery of BrYENNIOS, and his edition founded upon it,
have been already described (p. 224 sq). This was the beginning of
a new epoch in the criticism of the Epistles of the Clement.

It will be remembered that the learned editor had not seen any
of the editions published in Western Europe, later than Hilgenfeld's
{1866). He was therefore unacquainted with the most recent and accu-
rate collations of the Alexandrian ms, and not unfrequently misstates
its readings accordingly; but he seems to have given the readings
of the new Ms with accuracy. His edition is furnished with elaborate
and learned prolegomena and with a continuous commentary. In
the newly recovered portion of the genuine epistle more especially
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he has collected the Biblical references, which are very numerous
here, with great care; and in this respect his diligence has left only
gleanings for subsequent editors. Altogether the execution of this
work is highly creditable to the editor, allowance being made for
the difficulties which attend an editio princeps.

This work has been followed by two other- editions, the one by
HiLGENFELD, the other by GEBHARDT AND HARNACK, which appeared
almost simultaneously in the autumn of last year (1876). These
editors have largely altered their respective first editions, making such
changes as the new discovery suggested. They may thus be regarded
as (to no inconsiderable extent) new works.

Besides these editions, the discovery and publication of Bryennios
has occasioned a flood of periodical literature. Among the reviews
and articles which have appeared sincé the edition of Bryennios, the
following may be mentioned.

Theologische Literaturzeitung, February 19, 1876. A. HARNACK
(A review of Bryennios).

_7alzrbuclm' f- Deutsche ZYzeologze, 1. p. 161 sq., 1876 WAGENMANN
(A review of Bryennios). ’

Academy, May 6 and 13, 1876. C. W. RusseLL (Z%e New MS of
Clement of Rome).

Church Quarterly Review, April 1876 (p. 255 sq.), October 1876
(p- 239 sq.). AnonyMous (Notices of the edition of Bryennios).

Academy, July 29, 1876. J. B. LiGHTFoOT (A review of Gebhardt
and Harnack, ed. 1).

Zeitschrift f. Kirchengeschichte, 1876, p. 264 sq., p- 329 sq. A. Har-
NACK (Ueber den sogenannten Zweiten Brief des Clemens an die
Korinther, two papers).

Zeitschrift f. Kirchengeschichte, 1876, p. 305 sq. O VON GEBHARDT
(Zur Textkritik der Neuen Clemensstiicke).

Studien u. Kritiken, 1876, iv. p. 707 sq., Jacost (Die beiden Bricfe
des Clemens v. Rom).

Theologische Literaturseitung, June 24, 1876. F. OVERBECK (A
review of Gebhardt and Hamack, ed. 1).

Gittingen Gelehrte Anzeigen, November 8, 1876, p. 1409 sq. TH.
ZanN (A review of Gebhardt and Harnack, ed. 2).

Theologische Quartalschrift, 1876, p. 252 sq. BruLL (Ursprung u.
Verfasser des Bricfes Clemens von Rom an die Korinther).

Theologische Quartalschrift, 1876, p. 286 sq. FuNK (Ein Patristi-
cher Fund).
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Zeitschrift f. Protestantismus u. Kirche, 1876, p. 194 sq. TH. ZAnN
(Das dlteste Kirchengebet u. die dlteste Christliche Predigt).
Theologische Quartalschrift, 1876, p. 434 sq. BrULL (Ursprung
des Episkopats nach dem Bricfe des Clemens, etc.).
Theologische Quartalschrift, 1876, p. 717 sq. Funk (A review of
recent editions).
Zeitschrift f. Wissenschaftlicke Theologie, 1877, p. 138 sq- A. HIL-
GENFELD (A notiee of recent editions).
Theological Review, January 1877, p. 35 sq. J. DONALDSON (Z%e
new MS of Clement of Rome).
Fenaer Literalurseitung, January 13, 1877. R. A. LIpsius (A
review of recent editions).

The First Epistle.

p. 9L 9. The parallels in Polycarp’s epistle are carefully col-
Jected by Harnack, Prol. p. xxiv sq. (ed. 2).

p- 11l 1.  On the objection which Harnack has made to this
statement that the epistle is quoted by Leontius and John see below,
Addenda on p. 109 note.

p- 11 L 15. The question of the ecclesiastical use and canonical
authority of this epistle is discussed again in the light of the newly
discovered Syriac Version, p. 272 sq.

p- 121 36. On this catalogue in the Apestolical Canons see
again p. 274 sq.

p- 171 23.. The wrong Timotheus of Alexandria is named here
and elsewhere (pp. 21, 175, 185). The person who wrote against the
Council of Chalcedon and whose work contains these extracts was
Timotheus Alurus, who became bishop of Alexandria A.D. 457
(Cave Script. Eccl. 1. p. 444 3q.); see Wright's Catalogue of Syréac
Manuscripls in the British Museum no. DCCXXIX. pp. 639 sq., 644.
The Syriac Ms itself which contains these extracts (4dd. 12, 156) was
written before A.D. 562.

p. 19 note 1. For all that relates to this forgery see Decretales
Pseudo-Isidoriane, ed. Hinschius, Lips. 1863. The Clementine Epistles
will be found on p. 30sq. For the treatment of the First and Second
Epistles in this forged collection see Pref. p. Ixxxi.

p. 191 32. In his review of my edition (Academy, July 9, 1870)
R. A. Lipsius writes on this passage :
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¢ The conjecture...that the Ziber Pontificalis, which mentions (in the
Vita Clementis) two epistles written by Clement, meant the two epistles to
James, and not those to the Corinthians, will scarcely bear examination.
The earliest text, written 530 A.D., reads only ‘et fecit duas epistolas’ ;
the words ‘quee catholice nominantur’, like the mention of the
(earlier) ‘Epistola ad Iacobum’, do not occur earlier than the
recension of 687. The statement, ‘hic scripsit duas epistolas Iacobo
Hierosolymorum episcopo qua catholicee nominantur’, is not found
in any document older than Vite Romanorum Pontificum ascribed to
Liutprand. The statement in the original edition of the Ziber Ponti-
Jcalis was probably borrowed from a more ancient source, which I have
succeeded in discovering in the Catalogus Leoninus of the year 440. At
that time it would seem that the second epistle to James was not yet
extant. The only question for us is therefore whether those two
epistles of Clement spoken of are the two to the Corinthians, or the
first to the Corinthians and the earlier epistle to James.’

The reference in this criticism of Lipsius is to his valuable book,
Chronologie der romischen Bischife, Kiel 1869.

He has repeated this objection again recently ( Fenaer Literaturs.
Jan. 13, 1877, p. 19).

In answer to it, I prefer quoting a review of Lipsius written without
any reference to the question at issue between us by one who has
paid much more attention to these catalogues of Roman bishops
than I can pretend to have done. Dr Hort writes in the A:ademy
(Sept. 135, 1871):

¢ By a brilliant combination Lipsius succeeds in reaching an earlier
date [than the Felician list A.D. 530]. He supposes a lost catalogue
written under Leo, say about 440...So far well. When Lipsius goes
on to maintain that his Leonine catalogue contained biographies...
he passes into conjecture beyond the reach of verification,’ with more to
the same effect.

Thus, though Lipsius has shown reasons for postulating a Leonine
list giving names and dates, he has no ground for assuming that it
would contain such notices as ‘et fecit duas epistolas’. Even if such
a notice had existed in the Leonine Catalogue, it would still be just
possible that the two Epistles to James might be meant. But we
should hardly expect the second of these epistles to have been written,
or at least generally received, at so early a date (see p. 19); and in
this case the notice would probably be a parrot-like repetition of the
statement in Jerome (¥ir. ZZ. 15) by a Latin writer who himself had
no acquaintance with the epistles in question. When however we

CLEM. . 26



398 ADDENDA.

descend as low as the date of the Felician list A.D. 530, all proba-
bility leads to the belief that the compiler of this list, even if he copied
an earlier statement (of which there is no evidence), would himself
understand by ‘duas epistolas’ the two Epistles to James; and this
identification becomes more precise with the addition ¢ que canonice
(or catholicee) nominantur’, whichever reading be adopted.

p- 22 1. 1. The newly recovered ending of the Second Epistle does
not contain the passage; and, as there is no reason for supposing with
Hilgenfeld (p. 77, ed. 2) that a great lacuna still exists in this epistle,
the account of this quotation which I have suggested must be aban-
doned : see these Addenda below on pp. 210, 211.

In the following account of the readings in our new documents
it may be assumed that the conjectural modes of filling up the lacunz
in the Alexandrian Ms (A), and the readings generally which are
adopted in my text, have been confirmed by the Constantinopolitan
Ms (C) and by the Syriac Version (S), unless it is otherwise stated.

I have not thought it necessary to mention variations of punctu-

. ation or of accent in C, except in cases where they have some real
interest or importance. Nor again have I recorded the omission of
the so-called v ¢pedcvoridv before consonants (see above, p. 226).
Its omission seems to be habitual in C, as its insertion is habitual
in A

The extent to which it has appeared advisable to record the
renderings of S has been indicated above, p. 240. No variation is
omitted (except by inadvertence), where any reasonable probability
existed that the translation might represent a different reading in the
original.

npoc kopin@ioyc a] For the titles of the epistle in CS see pp. 225,
233. .

P- 31 L 1 mapoixoioa] A good illustration of this sense of wapowely

is Orig. ¢. Cels. iii. 29 ai 8 70§ Xpiorob éxxAnolar, ovveferaldpevar rais

ov wapowobar Spwy Ekhyolais, s Quoripés eow & kéouw, b 30

éxxhnoias 700 @eod mapowcovoas ékkAnoims Tov kel éxdorgy  woAw

Sfpw,

P. 32 L. 2 wavroxpdropos] Toi wavroxpdropos C. Clement’s form of

salutation is copied in 4post. Const. i. 1.

I
P- 32 L 4 émadMjdovs] Comp. Philo 7 Flace. 14 (1L p. 534 M) rds
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owexels xal éralljlovs kakdoets. b, yevopévas] C; but S has a
present tense and seems to have read ywopévas. On the historical
bearing of this fact see above, p. 267. , .

P- 33 L 5 9p] S; ke’ qjudv C. b, mepurrdoes] wepiordoeas C.
S evidently had wepirrdoes, but translates, as frequently (see above,
P- 238 sq.), by two words lapsus et damna. 7b. ddeApol] dyamyrol S;
om. C.

P- 33 L. 6 memroupkévar] mwewoujobfar C, as the common Greek idiom
requires. This ought not to have been overlooked by all the editors,
myself included.

P- 33 1. 7 map’ dpiv wpaypdrwv] mpayudrev wap vuiv C. S is
uncertain. The reader must be cautioned against the rendering adopted
in some English translations; ¢those things which you enquired of us’
(Wake); ¢the points respecting which you consulted us’ (Antenicene
Fathers). This rendering involves a historical mis-statement. The
expression contains no allusion to any letter or other application from
the Corinthians to the Romans. Clement does not write mwap’ vudv,
but wap’ tpiv: and ra émiyrovpeva means simply ¢the matters of dis-
pute’. 5. dyamqrof] C; om. S. See the note on ddedgol just above,
Ls. ib. s Te dMorplas x.7.X.] The passage which follows is para-
phrastically and badly rendered in S, but the rendering does not
seem to imply any different reading.

P- 341 4 Braodyunfivar] Bracdyueiobar C.

P. 341 80k} C; om.S.

p-35l1 awpoaw‘trohmtqu] a‘lrpoa'mro)mmws C.

P. 35 I 11 vopipors] vopors C with A ; in lege (Xow93) S.  But this
last shows nothing as regards the reading: for (1) the preposition would
be required in any case ; (z) the singular is explained by the accidental
omission of 7ibui; and (3) vépwmov is commonly translated by nown
(vpos) in this version (comp. §§ 3, 40). The word vépos, it should be
added, does not occur elsewhere in Clement.

p- 351 12 v,uwv] S; om. C.

P- 35 L 13 map’ duiv] S; wap’ jpiv C. It may be questioned whether
wpeoBurépois here indicates age or office. The former view is taken
by Laurent, the latter by Harnack. The former sense is suggested by
c. 3 oi veol é&ri Tovs wpeoPurépovs. The ¢ presbyters’, properly so called,
would be intended by of 7yospevor. But these were not the omly .
‘elders’ or ‘seniors’ to whom reverence was due; and Clement
may have desired in the words xai rois wap vpiv mpeaBurépots to extend
the statement to all, thus preparing the way for the mention of ‘the
young’ as a class. The ideas of age and office are sometimes so

26—2
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closely connected in this word, that it is difficult to separate the two.
Compare 1 Pet. v. 1 sq., Polyc. PZi. s, 6, in both which passages the
use of mpesBirepos, in connexion with vedrepor, presents the same diffi-
culty as here. .

p- 35 L 14 dpdpe xal oeuvy ol ayvj] C; dyvj xal apape S
(certainly omitting xal oeuvfj, but the transposition of dyvj and dpe-
pe may be due merely to the convenience of translation: see above,
P 239)-

p. 35 L 18 olxovpeiv] Here C reads olkovpyelv; and so too appa-
rently S. There can be no doubt that the correct Greek forms were
olxoupds, oixovpelv (comp. e.g. Philo de Spec. Leg. 31, 11 p. 327, Onheloss
8¢ otxovpla kal &dov povi); but the coincidence of the best authorities
here, and Tit. ii. 5, in favour of olxoupyds, oixovpyeiv, suggests that
these latter forms may have taken their place in the common language
(at least in some countries), and have acquired something of their
meaning.

II.

p. 36 L. 2 tmoracadpevor k.r.X.] Apost. Const. ii. 6 Bhamrépevos oA
“Aov 7} Brdwrwv.

p. 36 L 3 70b @eot] 109 Xpiorod CS. On this important variation
see above, pp. 227, 272.

The reading 7od Xpwrod is accepted by Bryennios and Hilgenfeld
(ed. 2) on the authority of C. On the other hand Harnack retains
709 ®eod with A ; while Donaldson hesitates between the two readings,
but would still read pabjpara for wabijpara. This last had also been
advocated, though with some hesitation, by Dr Ezra Abbot in a
learned paper on Acts xx. 28 (Bibliotheca Sacra, April 1876, p. 313 5q.),
before the reading of C was known to him. Notwithstanding the
reasons to my mind are still as strong as ever against it, and the
authority of A for wafijpara is now reinforced by CS. On the other
hand the alternative of 7ob Xpworod for 7ov ®eod deserves serious
consideration.

As regards external evidence, I think that the balance is fairly
even. If the view maintained above (p. 227 sq., 241, 245) of the
relative value of our authorities be correct, A is entitled to as much

~ weight as CS together. Moreover the obvious doctrinal motive which
in C has led to the deliberate substitution of Adyos for wvelpa in
another place (ii. § 9) must deprive it of much weight in the present
case. On the other hand it seems probable that Photius (B#4/. 126
quoted above, p. 37), when he wrote that Clement speaking of our
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Lord does not use 7ds Gcompemels xal vymAorépas ¢puwvds of Him, had
70d Xpiorod in his text. But this would not go far, even if the infer-
ence were more certain, for Photius is a late writer. If therefore a
decision on the reading here is possible, it must be founded upon
internal evidence.

And here the considerations which present themselves are nume-
rous.

(1) As a question of accidental error in transcription, the pro-
bability is evenly balanced; for xy instead of 8y, and 8y instead of Yy,
are equally common with scribes.

(2) On the other hand, if we have here a deliberate alteration,
the chances that yy would be substituted for @y are, I think, greater
than the chances of the converse change. Such language as alua ®eod,
wabijpata @eot, and the like, though common in the second and third
centuries, became highly distasteful in later ages; and this from various
motives. The great Athanasius himself protests against such phrases,
. Apollin. ii. 13, 14 (1. p. 758) wds odv yeypdpare o7t Beds ¢ dd oapkds
wafdv kal avaords;... obdauod ¢ alpa @eod Sixa capkos wapadedixaciv
ai ypagal § @eov did oapkos wafdvra «kal dvacrdvra. And how liable
to correction such expressions would be, we may infer from the long
recension of the Ignatian Epistles, where the original language of the
writer is deliberately altered by the interpolator, who appears to have
lived in the latter half of the fourth century (Zpkes. 1 év aiuare @cod,
where Xpuwrrod is substituted for @eod ; Rom. 6 700 wdfovs Tof @eod pov,
where this interpolator softens down the language by inserting Xpwrrod
before 7ot @eod pov, while others substitute ot Kuvpiov pov orrod Xptorod).
At this time the heresy to which such expressions seemed to give
countenance was Apollinarianism. At a later date, when the Mono-
physite controversy arose, there would be a still greater temptation
on the part of an orthodox scribe to substitute 7od Xpiorod for 7od
®eov. The language of Anastasius of Sinai (Hodeg. 12, 13, p. 97 5q.)
shows that these passages of earlier writers (he mentions among others
Ign. Rom. 6) were constantly alleged in favour of Monophysite
doctrine, and he himself has some trouble in explaining them away.
Writing against these same heretics Isidore of Pelusium (Zp. i 124)
says ®ecob wdfos ov Aéyerar, Xpiorod yap 70 wdfos yéyove kr.A. On
the other hand, it might be said that the Monophysites themselves
would be under a temptation to alter yy into 6y; and accordingly
Bryennios supposes that in this passage the reading of A is due to the
Monophysites (or, as he adds, perhaps to the Alexandrian divines).
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This does not seem very likely. () In the first place, it would be a
roundabout and precarious way of getting a testimony in favour of
their doctrine. If 708 Xpiorod (thus assumed to be the original reading)
had been in direct connexion with 7& mafjpara, a change in this
direction would not be improbable : but it would never have occurred
to any one to alter rols épodiois Tob Xpiorod into Tols épodlos T0b @eod,
because there happened to be an expression 7d wafqjpara adrod in the
next sentence so that avrod would naturally be referred to the genitive
after 7ols épodlos. It would have been much simpler to change airod
into rof ®eod at once. (4) Secondly, the dates are not favourable to this
supposition. The Ms which has ®eot is assigned by the most competent
authorities to the fifth century, and by some of them to the earlier half
of the century (‘not later than A.D. 450° Scrivener Jntroduction p. 93
(ed. 2) ; ‘the middle of the fifth century or a little later’, Tregelles
Horne's Introduction p. 155; ‘saeculi v ejusque fere exeuntis’, Tischen-
dorf, p. ix, ed. 8); and, though not impossible, it is not probable that
the Monophysite controversy would have influenced the transcription
of the Ms at this date. On the other hand our earliest authority for
7ob Xpiorod, Photius (suppesing that his evidence be accepted), wrote
four centuries later, when there had been ample time for such manipu-
lation of the text. But, besides the doctrinal motive which might have
suggested the change from @eot to Xpworod, there may also have
been an exegetical reason. The word épodiov, viaticum, was used espe-
cially of the eucharistic elements (e.g. Zit. D. Marc. p. 29, Lit. D.
Zacob. p. 75, Neale), and there would be a natural desire to fix this

" sense on S. Clement here.

(3) The probability that such language as 7d wabijpora 700 @cod
should have been used by an early Christian writer can hardly be
questioned. In addition to the passages quoted in my note (p. 37)
see Test. Duod. Patr. Levi 4 éml 3 wdfew Tob dfiorov (a very ancient
writing; see Galatians p. 307 sq.), Tatian ad Grec. 13 70V wemovbiros
@®cod, Tertull. de Carn. Chr. 5 ‘passiones Dei’, ad Uxor. ii. 3
‘sanguine Dei’ (and so elsewhere Tertullian speaks of ‘God cruci-
fied’, God dead’, ‘the flesh of God’, ‘the murderers of God’; see
de Carn. Chr. 5 adv. Mare. ii. 16, 27, v. 5), Anc. Syr. Doc. p. 8
(ed. Cureton) ‘God was crucified for all men’, etc. And similar
passages from writers of these and the succeeding generations might
be multiplied. See Abbot L. c. p. 340 sq., Otto Corp. Apol. Christ. 1%
P 445 :

(4) It is more to the purpose to urge that, though such language
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is not uncommon in other writers, it has no parallel in Clement;
that he elsewhere speaks of the blood ‘of Christ’ (§ 7, 21, 49) and
describes it as ¢ precious to God His Father’ (§ 7); and that throughout
this epistle he applies the term ®eos to the Father as distinguished
from Christ. This argument has considerable weight: but must not
be overstrained. The Catholic doctrine of the Person of Christ
admits both ways of speaking. Writers like Tertullian, who use the
most extravagant and unguarded language on the other side, are
commonly and even in the same context found speaking of Christ
as distinct from God; and the exact proportions which the one
mode of speaking will bear to the other in any individual writer must
be a matter of evidence. It is clear from the newly discovered ending
(§ 58 {5 yap 6 @eos x.7.\.) that he could have had no sympathy with
Ebionite views of the Person of Christ. Moreover, in the passage
especially quoted (§ 7) one authority, which probably preserves the
right reading, omits ®e§ (see below, p. 411). And after all the
alternative remains, which Dr Abbot is disposed to favour (p. 343),
that Clement wrote abdrod negligently, not remembering that 1od °
@cod had immediately preceded and referring it in his own mind to
Christ.

(5) It remains to enquire whether the connexion is more favour-
able to Tob @eod or rob Xpuwrob. This will depend much on the con-
nexion of the sentences. The punctuation given in my text is adopted
also by Gebhardt and Hamnack and acquiesced in by Dr Abbot.
The reasons which influenced me are stated in my note, and seem
to me as strong as ever. If this punctuation be retained, roi @eod
is almost necessary; for 7a épddia then refers to the ordinary means
of subsistence. Hilgenfeld reads and punctuates 7ois édodlors Tod
Xpiarob apkovpevor kai mpoaéxovres (so too S), understanding by the term
¢spiritual sustenance’. This seems to me to give an awkward sense
(for the mention of ‘contentment’ is then somewhat out of place) and
an unnatural punctuation (for xal mpooéxovres then becomes a clumsy
addition).

p- 37 L 5 &eorepriopévar] So it is read in C. S attaches xai
mpoaéxovres to the preceding sentence, and then translates as if it
had read roVs Te Adyovus...évearepriopévor (om. 7re).

p- 37 L 6] Comp. 4 Macc. iii. 20 éredyj ydp Babeiav elppmy 8ud Ty
evopidv nudv elxov, Heges. in Euseb. A. E. iii. 32 yevopévys elpriys
Babelas &v wdoy éxxAnoly, Liturg. S. Basil. p. 165 (Neale) Bofeiay xal
dvaaiperov elprvyr.

p- 38 L. 3 wijpys Exvos...dylvero] C; plene effusiones...erant S, as if
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w\ijpas exvoes. .. éylvovro, for the plural cannot be accounted for here
by ribui.

ib. ooilas] S; Belas C: see above, p. 231. And for instances of the
same confusion § 14 (p. 414), § 21 (p. 420). For ocias see § 45 &
doilg xal dpdpy mpobéoe, § 56 diwd Tis oolas maidelas avrot; for Oelas,
§ 40 7@ Bdfy mjs Oelas yvooews. There might possibly be a question
which of the two words should be read here: but (1) We have a com-
bination of two authorities (including the best) against one; and
(2) The other instances show that the tendency is to change doos
into @elos, and not conversely.

p- 381 4 E&fe.ﬁlarc] ¢ereivere CS.

P- 38 L. 6 Mews] Ihew C. . axovres] C; éxdvres S. 6. judp-
vere] C; peccabatis (jpaprdvere) S.

P- 39 L 8 per’ &\dovs xal owedjoews] So too S, translating cwedi-
oews bona conscientia. ‘The difficulty of referring owedjoens to God
has led to several emendations, of which some are mentioned in
my note. Others have been added since my edition appeared; owvei-
- gews by Laurent (ad loc.), owdejoews by Lipsius (Academy, July 9,
1870). Harnack (ed. 1) suggested overcoming the difficulty by a
different exegesis, ¢ vobis miserantibus piamque recolentibus fratrum
memoriam’. The Constantinople Ms however comes to the rescue
with a reading which could not have been foreseen, but which com-
mends itself, perd déovs xal cwvedijcews (Metadeoyc for meveAeoyc).
Thus the whole clause is transferred from God to the believer,
and owedjoews becomes intelligible. ~ With the whole expression
comp. Liturg. D. Jacob. p. 55 (Neale) 8s xuiv, Kipie, perd mavros
¢ofov kal ovveldijoews kabapds wpookopicar k.r.X.  For the idea of
fear as an agent in the work of salvation see Phil ii. 12; and for the
expression pera 8éovs Heb. xii. 28 Aarpeiwper elapéorws 76 @ed pera
eWlaBelas xai déovs (the correct reading), an epistle which has largely
influenced Clement’s language elsewhere. For the use of oweldnos
here comp. § 34 ovvaxfévres 7 ovweldijoe. It denotes inward con-
centration and assent. Zahn (Go#. Gel. Anz. Nov. 8, 1876) still
retains the reading per’ é\éous, explaining it of brotherly kindness
shown towards offenders, and proposes owabBlijoews for owedrjoews.
He might have quoted Apost. Const. ii. 13 &rera perd éléovs kal
olxTippod kal mpooAiews oixewod Ymioxvoipevos atrd cwryplav for this
sense. Lipsius (Fenaer Literaturs. Jan. 13, 1877) accepts pera 8éovs, but
holds by his conjecture owdejoews, though it is now rendered unne-
cessary. Donaldson (Z%eol. Rev. Jan. 1877) suggests perd telelas owve-
Aevoews.
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p- 39 L 11 B8edvkrov] add. v C ; and so probably S.

P- 39 L 12 7ois whyaiov] tév wAnaiov C; vicinorum S.

P. 391 13 Ww] C; ¥aS.

P- 40 L 1 oefaopiw] and so apparently S; oeBacmwrdry C. See
above, p. 228.

IIL.

P- 40 L. 7 xai &is] &pis (om. xal) CS.

P- 40 L 8 dxaracracia] Comp. Apost. Const. ii. 43 dxaracracias kal
&pidos xai diyoaracias.

p- 41 L 11 dweorw] S; dméory C. This brings it nearer to the
Lxx of Is. lix. 14 which has dpéomyrev : see above, p. 227.

p. 41 1. 12 drokelmew] amolureiv C, and so probably S,

P- 41 L 16 dAAd] aAX’ C.

. tas émbuplas avrod Tds movnpds] 7ds wownpds being substituted
for 7o wovmpac of A. The reading of CS is rds émbuplas s xapdias
avrod Tis movnpds, thus showing that mjs xapdias has accidentally
dropped out of A and that all the editors have been on the wrong
tack in substituting Tas for mys.

p- 42 1.2 xai] C; om. S.

Iv.

P 42 L 3001ws] S; om. C.

P. 42 1 4 74 ®eg] S; 7§ Kuvplp C, as in the 1xx : see p. 227.

p- 43 1. 9 76 mposdwy] 70 wpiswmwov CS, in conformity with the
words which follow.

p- 43 L 11 &v] dv C.

p- 43 L. 13 dpless avroi] avrod dpfeis C. S has the same order as
A, but this would be more natural in the Syriac.

p- 43 L 14 8uélMupev] C; add. #gitur (=84) S. This reading is
found in some Mss of the LXX.

p- 43 L. 16 adeddpol] C; dyamnrol S.

p- 44 L 1 xarepydoaro] S; xarepydoavro C.

. tydos] Ljrov C.

P 44 L. 4 eloeN@eiv] e\feiv C, and so probably S.

p- 44 L 7 xpijv ) dwkaorijy] dpxovra kai Sikacmiv CS, in accordance
with the LxX ; see pp. 227, 241. Comp. Apost. Const. Vi. 2.

D- 44 L 8 &b xbés C.

P 44 1. 9 8ia Ljhos] 8ua Ljhov C. #. Mapiap k.7.\] See
Apost. Const. Vi. 1.

p- 44 L 10 Ljhos] S; &ud dov C, falling into the same error as A
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(in inserting the preposition from the previous sentence), but substltutmg

the masculine for the neuter form.

p. 45 L 12 8id {jros] 8ud {jhov C.

#b. Aaveid] If Bryennios gives the reading of C correctly, this Ms
has here and elsewhere Aafi8; but probably he has written out in full
in the later spelling the contraction 8a8.

p- 45 L 13 ¥mo] dwa C.

p- 45 1. 14 9w Saod)] dmo Tod Saocv) C.

5. Bagiéws "ToparjA] S; om. C.

V.

p- 45 1. 18 ¢fovor] S; &uw C.

#b. xdMuoro] Tisch. writes, Spatii ratione xpariwrror et xadAioror
magis quam apiworor et peyioror commendantur. Equidem haud scio
an xat o pro ot proponam’; and Gebh. (ed. 1) read xpdriworo.. This
however is one among several instances where the calculation of space
(at the end of a line) has failed. The word is péyioro in CS.

P- 45 1. 19 Afov] &rafov Laur. Here again the calcu]atlon of space
has misled. CS have %6\yoav.

P 45 L. 20 dyabovs] This is also the reading of CS. Harnack ap-
positely quotes Clem. Hom. i. 16 o & dyafos Ilérpos mpoomdicas k.7 X

p- 46 L. 1 o Tlérpos) Petrus S ; Mérpov s C. This reading could not
have been foreseen, but it is consistent with the space in A, more
especially as Ilerpov coming at the end of the line might have been
written etpo. The reading of C moreover obviates a difficulty in the
common mode of filling in the lacuna of A, which is stated by Tisch.,
who accepts ¢ Ilérpos on the ground that ¢Vix aliud nomen substitui
posse videtur’, but adds ¢Tamen non ita scribi solet ut werp exeunte
versu, oo ineunte ponatur’. Nor is the awkwardness of construction
difficult to explain. Clement seems to have commenced this sentence
intending to follow it up with «xai Madlov &s &ud ™v edmjv airiav, or
words to this effect. But his account of S. Peter occupies so much
space, that for the sake of clearness he is obliged to start with an inde-
pendent sentence when he comes to S. Paul. The rendering of S is a
translator’s simplification,

p- 47 1. 1 poprvprjeas] To the references in the note add Tertull.
Prax. 1 ¢ de jactatione martyrii inflatus ob solum et simplex et breve
carceris tedium’. The passage, Ign. Epkes. 1, should be omitted, as
papruplov probably has no place in the correct text. On this passage
generally see Hilgenfeld Zeitschr. f. Wissensch. Theol. xv. p. 353 sq.

(1872), XIX p. 59 sq. (1876).
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p- 47 1. 2 Smjveyxev] So it is read in C; and so doubtless S, bap #u¢,
Dportavit (see § 14). ' )

p- 48 L 2 xal o] kal &w CS. Though this is much longer than
the lacuna in A had led previous editors to supply, still, as the lines
are uneven at the end and as this immediate neighbourhood fur-
nishes several instances where the final letters of a line are crowded
and small, there is no reason for questioning it as the reading of A
also.

. vwéafev] This same conjecture which I offered (in place of
the vmeaxev of previous editors) occurred independently to Laurent,
who had not seen my edition, and it was accepted by Gebhardt (ed. 1);
C however has the simple verb &efev. But if Mill and Jacobson
are right, this cannot have been the reading of A, as the initial Y was
once visible. I gave reasons however for doubting whether this was
possible, at least in the later condition of the Ms (p. 48); and, if
so, &eafev might perhaps be accepted. On the other hand vréSefer
is supported by a passage in the newly discovered work of Macarius
Magnes Apocr. iv. 14 (p. 181, Blondel), where speaking of S. Peter and
S. Paul he says, érwoar imodeifar Tovras [i.e. Tols moredovow], wolos
dydow 6 Tis wioTews guykekpdtyrar orépavos. In the context, which
describes the labours and martyrdom of these same two Apostles,

* the language of Macarius appears to give many echoes of this passage
in Clement; vrépewvav edoefds diddoovres, Tév adcovpévar vméppayor,
7woM\G...78 Kéope pyvicavres, Tob Blov 70 Téhos dmpvrioev, péxpt Bavdrov
... wpokwdwelowo, s eokhelas Tov Erawov, of yevvddai, dvd. Ty oixovpémy,
BpaBetov...krépevor, Timor dvdpeias. .. yevipevor, ToAd. TGy kadv dywviopd-
7wy, s 8idaxids kal Tob xypiypatos, paprvplov d6fav, mikpals...Bacdvos,
twopor) woANg), yewvalws pépew. It seems highly probable therefore that
the use of vwodewxvivar in this somewhat strange connexion was derived
by him from the same source. Comp. also Zp. Vienn. § 23 in Euseb.
H.E.v. 1ds Ty 7év Aowy vrorimwow vrodewvivv or¢ pndev dofepov
émov warpds dydmy, pndeé diyewov dmov Xpiorod S6fa. S. Paul himself
says (Acts xx. 35) $rédeifa dpiv Sre k... Cis found in other cases
to substitute the simple verb, where A has the compound (see p. 229),
and would naturally do so here, where the meaning of the compound
was not obvious. S has fwlit (portavit) 23'D (translating BpaBeiov by
certamen), which corresponds fairly with dweoxev suggested by some
editors; but this was certainly not the reading of A. I have in-
spected the Ms again, and see no traces of a deliberate erasure of §,
though the letter is worn. So far as it goes, S favours vwélefev as
against éeer.
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P- 48 1. 3 ¢vyadevfeis] So it stands in CS.

p- 491l 17¢] C; om. S.

P- 49 L. 5 Suxatoovvyy] connected with ékafBe by punctuation in C and
apparently also by S. The Syriac translator seems also to have read
dikaiootvys.

p. 50 1. 2 70b kéopov] C; ab koc mundo S. See above, p. 339.

ib. éwopetifn] C; susceptus est S.

VI

P. 51 L 5, 6 woAXais x.7.\.] The dative is read in CS.

P- 51 L. 6 {Aos] Ljrov C; and so again in L 7.

veavides, madiokar] It was stated in my note that the first word is
written in A Sanades not Savades, as commonly read. Dr Wright
however inspected the Ms afterwards at the request of Tisch., and
pronounced the letter to be N, not H. It is often impossible to
distinguish these two letters, where the Ms is blurred or crumpled;
our new authorities however must be taken to rule the reading.
Tisch. also pointed out an error into which (by an accident
which I need not explain) I had fallen in stating that the second
o begins a new line. The actual division of the lines is aa |
NalA€cKaIKaIAIpKal as the photograph shows. On the other hand Tisch. «
is himself mistaken in making Bp Wordsworth also responsible for
my reading or misreading of the Ms. I said nothing which could
imply this. The reading of A is confirmed in the main by C, which has
Aavatdes xal Acip xai, and by S which has Danaides ¢t Dircac o,
where the ¢¢ may be a duplication of the last syllable of Acpkai or
may be due to the exigencies of translation. If therefore Aavafdes xal
Awxal be incorrect, as I still believe, the error must have existed
already in that archetypal Ms from which all our three extant authorities
were ultimately derived. This supposition however presents no diffi-
culty, as this common ancestor of ACS was certainly at fault in
other places (see above, p. 247).

Since my edition appeared, the reading Aavailes xal Alpkat has been
emphasized and illustrated by M. Renan (ZL’A4nteckrist, p. 167, 169 sq.,
173, 182, 187 sq.), whose frequent reiteration of the words has given
them a prominence not unlikely to mislead the reader on the merits of
the question. Of his speculations on this passage I need say nothing,
for they are merely speculations : and it would have been well if in his
imaginary reconstruction of Nero’s history he had remembered the
sound maxim which directs ¢flagitia abscondi’.
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The common reading, if correct, must refer to those refinements of
cruelty, patronized by Nero and Domitian but not confired to them,
which combined theatrical representations with judicial punishments, so
that the offender suffered in the character of some hero of ancient
legend or history. On reading over my former note, I see that I have
not assigned sufficient weight to the frequency of such exhibitions. For
illustrations see Friedlinder Sittengeschichte Roms 11. p. 234 sq. Thus
one offender would represent Hercules burnt in the flames on (Eta
(Tertull. A4pol. 15 ‘qui vivus ardebat Herculem induerat’); another,
Ixion tortured on the wheel (de Pudic. 22 ‘puta in axe jam incendio
adstructo’). We read also of criminals who, having been exhibited in
the character of Orpheus (Martial de Spect. 21) or of Deedalus (4. 8) or
of Atys (Tertull. Apol. 15), were finally torn to pieces by wild beasts.
The story of Dirce, tied by the hair and dragged along by the bull,
would be very appropriate for this treatment ; but M. Renan’s attempts
to make anything of the legend of the Danaids entirely fail. And the
difficulty still remains, that the mode of expression in Clement is alto-
gether awkward and unnatural on this hypothesis. Harnack, who how-
ever expresses himself doubtfully on the reading, quotes Heb. x. 32
woA\y dOA\now Pmepelvare malnpdrov, Todro pév overdiopols Te Kai
ONyeow GeaTpildpevor; but here Gearplopevor is best explained by
1 Cor. iv. 9 @éatpov éyemibfpuer 7§ kéopw k.7.X., where no literal scenic re-
presentation is intended. Laurent explains the words by saying that the
punishment of the Danaids and of Dirce ¢in proverbium abiisse videtur’.
But he can only quote for the former & 7ov 7év AavaiSwv miflov $3po-
¢opetv Lucian Z%m. 18, which is hardly to the point, as it merely denotes
labour spent in vain. )

I am therefore obliged still to abide by Bp Wordsworth’s conjectural
emendation yvvaixes, vedvides, madloxatr. Tischendorf calls it ‘liber-
rima conjectura’. So it is, but there is a freedom which justifies itself ;
and the corruption is just such as might have occurred at an early date,
when the epistle was written on papyrus. I am informed by Mr Basil
H. Cooper, through a common friend, that he proposed this very same
emendation in the Montkly Christian Spectator, January 1853, p. 16
note * He assures me that it had occurred to him independently ;
and that, till quite recently, he believed the credit which had been
assigned to another to be due to himself, and wrote to this effect to the
Western Times as lately as 1871, not knowing that Bp Wordsworth’s
emendation was published in 1844. The fact of its having occurred
independently to two minds is a strong testimony in its favour. Bunsen
(Hippolytus 1. p. xviil, ed. 2, 1854) enthusiastically welcomes this emen-
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dation as relieving him ¢ from-two monsters which disfigured a beautiful
passage in the epistle of the Roman Clement’. Lipsius also in a
review of my edition (Acadermy July 9, 1870) speaks favourably of it ;
and Donaldson (Aposidlical Fathers p. 122, ed. 2) calls it admirable,
though elsewhere (7hesl. Rev. January 1877, p. 45) he himself offers
another conjecture, yevvaial e xal SotAat. To the illustrations given in
my note add Minuc. Fel. 37 ¢viros cum Mucio vel cum Aquilio aut
Regulo comparo? pueri et muliercule nostr® cruces et tormenta,
feras et omnes suppliciorum terriculas, inspirata patientia doloris in-
ludunt’.

P. 52 L 5 coréwv] dordv C.

p- 52 1. 6 xaréorpeper] S; xaréoxape C. Jacobson refers to Jortin,
who supposes that Clement had in his mind Horace Carm. i. 16. 17 sq.
¢ Ire Thyesten exitio gravi stravere, et altis urbibus ultimz stetere cause
cur perirent funditus’.

p- 52 L ¥ &epilwoev] éfeppilwoe C.

VIL
P 53 1. 9 Vmopmjokovres] dmopyurijoxovres C. There is the same
divergence of form in the Mss of the Pseudo-Ignat. Zars. 9.

P- 53 1. 10 & ydp] S; xai yap & C. th. oxdupard] For
7108y vmep 7d doxappéva see Clem. Alex. Strom. v. 13 (p. 696). ‘

P- 53 L 10, 11 7juiv dywv] dyov v C. S is doubtful. For ¢ airos
dysv comp. Phil. i. 30. '

P. 53 L. 11 drokelroper] drolimwper C.

P- 54 L. 1 mijs tredadoews] s mapadigews CS. This reading of the
lacuna could hardly have been anticipated ; but it adds to the closeness
of the parallel in Polycarp Pkil. 7 86 dmohurdvres Tv patawwryra Tév
woA\@y kai Tds Yevdodibaoralias émi tov ¢ dpxis fpiv wapadobévra Adyor
émworpéopey, a passage already quoted by the editors. By rov s mapa-
8doews fjudv kavéva Clement apparently means ‘the rule (i.e. measure of
the leap or race), which we have received by tradition’, referring to the
examples of former athletes quoted in the context: comp. § 19 éxi 7ov
é dpxijs mapadedopévov fuiv Tijs elpfjvys axomdv (to which passage again
Polycarp is indebted), § 51 mijs wapadedopéiys Jpuiv xkadds xai Sixaius
opoduwrias. Clement’s phrase is borrowed by his younger namesake,
Strom. i. 1 (p. 324) mpofijoerar juiv kard Tov ebrleq] xai Teuvov Tis mapa-
8coews xkavéva. For examples of the use of kavev see Lagarde Rel. Fur.
Eccl. Ant. Praef. p. vi sq.

#b. ywdokwper] xal Bopev CS.
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p. 54 1. 2 xal edmpoodextov] kai 7{ mpoodexrov CS, as proposed by
Tisch.

P- 54 1 4 Bope] yvéper CS. - b 1§ ®ed xai mwarpl abrod]
This reading of the lacuna, which I suggested, is approved by Tisch.
and was adopted by Gebhardt (ed. 1). C has 7§ warpi adrod 7¢ @ed;
but this was not the reading of A, as the remaining letters show. S has
simply 78 warpi adrod, which, as being the briefest, is probably the
original reading. The varying positions of ¢ ®@eg in A and C also
show that it was a later addition.

P- 55 L. 4 peravolas rémov] Apost. Const. ii. 38 rémov peravolas dpioev,
V. 19 Aafeiv avrov Tomov peravolias.

p- 55 L 5 3rc] S translates as if 5 7 id quod.

P- 55 L 6 peravolas xdpw] C; peravoiav S. Mr Bensly points out to
me that the omission in S is easily explained by the homceoteleuton in

the Syriac XmanT XMW th. Ymijveyxev] sustulit WD S ; émf-
veyxe C. . dvé\Bopev els] duéhfwpev (om. eis) C; transeamus

super S, apparently reading 8:é\fwpev els, which probably stood in A
also. Comp. Rom. v. 12 eis mdvras avfpumovs o Odvaros dujAfev, where
however both Peshito and Harclean have “a 23y and not by =2Y, as the
Syriac has here. In § 4 8ueMeiv els is rendered by 5 may. Strictly
Ly =ap should represent &ieXfeiv éxl, but this is no sufficient reason for
supposing a various reading in the preposition here. AweAfeiv is a very
favourite word in the Lxx.

p- 551 7 xai] C; om. S: see below on p. 167 1. 9. .

P 55 1. 8 6 8eaworys] C; om. S. This passage is copied in Apost.
Const. ii. 55 6 yap @eds, @eds dv ééovs, dn’ dpxijs éxdoTyy yevéav éwi perd-
voway kalel did Tdv dikalwy...Tods 8¢ & 79 KaraxAdopp 8 Tod Nae, Tods &
Sodopots did Tob pitAoéévov Adr (see below § 11) kT

p- 56 L. 2 oi 8¢] C; olde S.

P. 56 L. 3 ixerevoarres] ikerevovres C, and so apparently S.

VIII.

p- 571 9 ydp] S; om. C.
p- 57 L 11 dpdv] S; 70d Aaod poev C.

p. 57 L 12 wov] C; dum dicis tu (eiwev) S. . &v] C;
xdv () S.

p- 58 1. 3 kapdlas] Yuxis CS.

p- 58 L 5 Aéyer odrws] ovrw Aéyer CS. 5. xal] om. CS.

ib. dpéleabe] dpélere C. ‘
p. 58 L. 9 xai dikaidoare] C; Swardoare (om. kai) S. 5b.- xpa]



412 ADDENDA.:

xipav C, with the Lxx. S is doubtful. 5. kai SteheyxOdper] xai
Swadexbidpev C, loguamur cum alterutro (om. xai) S.
p. 581 10 Aéyer] add. xdpeos CS.

p- 591 14 ydp] C; om. S.

IX.

p- 59 L 19 yevdpeva] C; but S seems to have read ywopevor.

p. 59 L. 21 dwohurdvres] C; but S apparently dmolelmovres.
2. paratomoviav] So too CS.

p- 60 1. 1 tedeiws] C; relelovs S.

p- 60l 2 5q. 'Evéx x.7.\.] With this enumeration of the ancient
worthies which follows comp. Clem. Hom. xviii. 13 od8¢ "Evdy 6 elape-
anjoas...ovre Nide 6 Sikacos...ovre "Afpadp 6 $pilos. This designation
of Abraham, ‘the friend of God’, is the subject of a paper by Ronsch
Zeitschr. f. Wissensch. Theol. xv1. p. 583 sq. (1873).

p. 60 1 3 Gdvaros] ¢ Gdvaros C,

P- 60 1. 4 &ua mijs Aerovpyias] S; & T) Aarovpyin C.

X.

Pp. 62 1. 3 xatapdoopar] karapdooopar C.

p- 621.84v] S; om. C.

P. 62 1. 9 aidvos] 70d aldves C.

p. 62 1. 12 'Efiyayev] "Eéjyaye 8¢ CS.

p- 62 1. 14 To¥s dorépas] C; add. Tod odpavod S.

p- 63 L 17 yipe] yipee C. On this form see the note on § 63,
p- 300; and to the examples there given add. 4gost. Const. iv. 3.

p.- 631 18 7¢ @eg] S; om. C. See a similar omission in some texts
of Ign. Rom. 4. tb. wpos] els C; super S.

XI. : :
P- 63 L. 21 xpifelons] Dr Wright agrees with Tisch. in taking xpifnono
as the reading of A ; and Tisch. appeals also to the photograph. The
word in the photograph still seems to me to be more like xpibeoyo,
and another inspection of the Ms itself confirms me in this reading. I
see no traces of the left-hand stroke of an H.

p. 63 1. 22 woujoas] C. S translates as if éroiyoev.

P. 63 1. 23 &’ adrov] So too apparently S; eis adrov C.

P- 63 1. 24 xdhaow] C; but S translates as if xpiow.

p- 63 L. 25 érepoyvapovos] So C. Of the reading of A Tisch. writes
¢ erepoyvwpoo (Pro -yvwpovos) est, ut jam Iacobsonus legerat. VanSittart
legit erepoyvwpov, falsus aversa pagina, unde teste Wright v in epefy
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translucet’. A fresh examination of the Ms leads me to acquiesce in
‘Wright's explanation.

p. 63 1. 26 tobro] S; om. C.

p- 641 1 xpipa] xpipa C.

XIIL

P. 64 L. 3 ¢uhofeviav] C; but S repeats the preposition 8id ¢puhofeviav.
It is not however to be entirely depended upon in such cases; see
P- 239 sq.

2. 7 wopry] 7 émeyopudm wopvy CS; see above, pp. 228, 241
The object of the interpolation is to suggest a figurative sense .of
the word: comp. Orig. én Jes. Nave Hom. iii. § 3 (II. p. 403) ‘Raab
interpretatur latitudo. Que est ergo latitudo nisi ecclesia haec Christi,
qua ex peccatoribus velut ex meretricatione collecta est?...Talis ergo et
hzc meretrix esse dicitur, quee exploratores suscepit Iesu’; comp. z&. vi.
§ 3 (p. 411). From a like motive the Targum interprets the word in
Josh. ii. 1 by 8n'p1D=mavdoxevrpla ‘an innkeeper’, and so Joseph.
Ant. v. 1. 2 vmoxwpolow els 1L KaTaydyiov...0vres év 7§ Tis PaxdSys
xataywyly, etc. This explanation has been adopted by several Jewish
and some Christian interpreters; see Gesentus Z%es. s. v. Y, P. 422.
Others again have interpreted the word as meaning ‘Gentile’. The
earliest Christian fathers took a truer view, when they regarded this
incident as an anticipation of the announcement in Matt. xxi. 31;
e.g. Justin Dial. 111, Iren. iv. zo. 12.

p. 64 1. 4 700 Tod] 7o C (omitting the second 7od).

p. 641 5 my] om. C.

p. 64 L 7, 8 cuNyuopévovs...avAnudbévres] cuAAqfouévovs...auA-
Aq¢févres C. They are translated by two different words in S.

p. 64 1. 11 Aeydvrav] C; add. #Z S.

5. ov, elofAdov] wpos ot elofAov CS, as proposed by Tisch.

p. 65 1 12 yis* oV odv] yijs judv CS, thus confirming the reading of
the editors generally.

P. 65 L. 13 oi 8o dvdpes] mev of dvdpes CS, confirming the conjecture
of Gebhardt.

p- 65 L. 14 dAAd Taxéus drijAbov] dAN evbéws é&fAdov CS.

p. 65 1. 15 6dov] 3 086 C ; in via ipsorum S.

ib. é&vavriav] &aMdfé CS. This use of the word, which com-
monly means ‘interchangeably’, is somewhat strange, though the
meaning is clear, crosswise’, i.e. ‘in an opposite direction .

p. 651 16 &o] S; om. C.

p. 65 L 17 vpév] om. CS. . wohw] v CS.

CLEM. 27
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p- 65 1. 18 ¢6fB0s...7pdpos] C. The two words are transposed in S.

p. 651 19 &av] dv C. . avrv] C; mv yiv S.
p- 65 1 21 édAyoas] AeddAyias C. 7. os] C; not trans-
lated in S. #b. &v] dv C. #b. mapaywopévous] S (by

the pointing) ; wapayevopévovs C.

P. 65 L. 22 sq. Téyos oov] oTéyes (om. aov) C ; lectum domus tue S.

p- 66 1. 1 &v] dv C. . Saow ydp) C; e omnes illi qui
(xai Soot) S.

p- 66 1. 3 xpepdoy] éxxpepdoy CS.

p- 66 L 5 kai é\wifovow] C; om. S.

P. 66 1 6 ov] o ov CS. See above, pp. 228, 241. 2b. dAa)
add. xai CS. '

p. 66 L. 7 yéyover] éyemby C; see above, p. 228. In such a
case the reading of S is indeterminable. Here yéyovev, ¢ is found’, must
unquestionably be the right reading; comp. 1 Tim. ii. 14 7 8 yumy
éfamarnfeica & mapafdoe. yéyovey, where, as here, the perfect denotes
the permanence of the record and the example. See also Gal. iii. 18
7¢ 8¢ A Bpadu 8¢ érayyehas kexdpiorar o @eds, iv. 23 0 é s wabioxns
xata gdpka yeyémrai, where the explanation of the perfect is the same.
So too frequently in the Epistle to the Hebrews, e.g. vii. 6 Selexdrwxer,
xi. 28 wemolyxev.

XIII.

p. 66 1. g Tidos] Tidor C.

P. 67 1. 13 dAX’ 4 6] dAN ¢ C, and so perhaps S.

p- 67 L. 16 oVrws ydp elwev k.7.\.] See Apost. Const. ii. 21, where the
words of Christ are quoted, "A¢ere xal dpetjoerar Sptv- 8lSore xal Sobij-
oerat Juiv.

P- 67 L 17 é\edre] é\ecire C. b, dlere] dpere C.

p. 67 L 18 olirws] ovrw C, and similarly p. 68 1. 1, 2.

p- 68 L. 1 xpifijoerar vpiv] xpibjoeabe CS.

p. 681 2 § pérpy...perpybricerar vpiv] here, S; before os xpivere
&7\, C. ib. wasrg] S; obrw C.

p- 68 L. 4 omplfwper] ompllwper C. #b. wopeveafar] wopeveabe C.

p- 68 1. 5 7jpds] dvras CS, thus confirming the conjecture of Laur.

p. 68 L. 7 wpabv| mpgov C.

p- 68 L. 8 7d Aoywa] 7ovsAdyous C. The reading of S is uncertain.

XIV.
P- 68 L 9 Gowov] C; feiov S. See for other instances of the same
confusion § 2z (p. 404), § 21 (p. 420).
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p.- 68 1. 10 jjpds] S; vpds C. ib. yevéolar 74 Oed] 16 Oed
yevéafar CS.

P. 69 L 11 {ydovs] Lidov C. For the form pvoepod comp. puepdv in
Boeckh Corp. Inscr. no. 3588. See also the play on iepels, puepeds;
Apost. Const. ii. 28. C apparently writes pvoapdv (for uvoepdv) in § 30,
but not so here.

p- 69 L 15 &uw] aipéras C, with Nicon; &es S, but the plural
merely depends on the presence of 726ui. See above, p. 228.

p. 69 1. 16 avrois] éavrois CS.

P- 69 L. 19 sq. o 8¢ wapavopodvres...dn" avrijs] C; om. S (by homeeo-
teleuton).

p. 69 1 19 éo)efpevbrigovrar] &folobpevbjoovrar C. The form varies
in the most ancient Mss of the Lxx.

p. 69 L. 20 doeBij] Tov doeBi C, with the Lxx.

P. 70 L 2 sq. Tov téwov...elpov] C; avrov kai ovX epéfy o romos
avrob S, as in the Lxx.

p. 70 L 4 évkardAeippa] éyxardAheppa C.

XV.

P- 70 1. 7 obros 6 Mads] S (apparently) ; ¢ Aads oros C.

7b. Tots xelheaw] S ; 7§ oropar: C.

p. 70 1. 8 dweorw] dméxer C; dub. S.

p- 70 L. 9 edloyoioar] ebAdyoww C; see above, p. 229.

. m 8] C; kal 7 S, with the Lxx. ib. karmpdvro] So
also Dr Wright reads A, against Tisch.’s xamppowro. I myself have
looked at the Ms again and cannot feel certain.

p- 71 L 11 &evoavro] S ; &efav C.

p- 71 L 13 "AXa)a] &ud To¥ro "Adara CS. . yembire] very-
Oeiny C.

p. 71 1. 13 sq. 7 xel\y 1d 8Awa...td 86N, yAdooav peyalopipova,
tods elwovras k.7.A.] The words omitted by homeeoteleuton are supplied
otherwise by S, which reads, rd xelAy rd 8dAia 7d Aalodvra kard Tod
Sikaiov dvoplav kai wdhv' "Efokefpetoar Kipios mwdvra td xeldn 7a oM,
YAdoaav peyalopipova, Tods elmovras k.7.A.  This is doubtless the correct
text. On the other hand C reads quite differently; 7a xefAn 7d SAia,
YAdooga peyakopipwy: kai wdlw: Tovs elmdvras k7M. The transcriber
clearly had a text before him in which the words were omitted, as
they are in A: and he patched it up by insertion and alteration, so as
to run grammatically and to make sense. See above, p. 245.

p- 71 L 15 peyaddvoper] peyadwodper C. The reading of S is
indeterminable.

27—2
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p. 71 L 16 wap’ fuiv] map’ fpdv CS.

p. 71 L 17 dwd] om. CS.

p. 71 L 18 & owmplg] S (or & gurypiy); om. C, at least if we
interpret the note of Bryennios strictly, in which case he must have
supplied & owmply in his text from the LxX after Hilgenfeld. Gebhardt
however supposes that he has accidentally omitted é& cwrnply in his
note, when giving the reading of C.

XVI.

p- 72 L 2 7ijs peyadwoivys] C; om. S with Jerome.

p- 72 L 3 #udv] om. C, Hieron. The reading of S is doubtful, for
it uses y equally for ¢ K¥peos and 6 Kdpios judv.

ib. Xpwrds "Inaots] “Incods Xpiords CS, Hieron.

p- 72 L. 5 rarewodpoviv] C; add. FAbev S.

p- 72 L. 8 wadiov] S; mwediov C.

p- 72 L. 9 €ldos avrd] avrd eldos C. The order of S agrees with C»
but the fact cannot be pressed. '

p- 73 L 10 kdAos] C; 86éa S.

p- 73 L 11 73 €los év avbpdmwv] C; wdvras avfpdmous S, in accord-
ance with one reading of the LxX.

p- 73 L. 16 érpavpariofn] C; occisus est S.

p- 73 L. 17 dpaprias, dvoplas] transposed in CS.

p. 74 L 7 miv yevedv] C; xai mjv yeveav S.

p- 74 L 8 7jxe] C; 7xbn S, asit is commonly read in the LxX.

p- 75 L 14 7iis Yxis] C; dmo is Yuxiis S.  The j which represents
dmo before rod wovov is pointed as if = pév.

p- 75 L 18 7ois] & 7ois C, and so probably S, which has 3, not 5.

p. 761 38 S; om. C.

p-76L 6on] C; €S.

p- 76 1. 9 moujowper] moujcopev C.

p. 76 1. 10 \fovres] S; ameévres C.

XVIIL
p- 77 1 14 ’Ehwcaii] ‘Ehwoad C. . & 8¢ S; om. C.
#b. kai] C; om. S. 2. wpds Tovrais] C; add. 8¢ S.

p- 77 L 15 dpaprupifn] S; add. 8 C.

p- 77 L 17 drevilwv] drevioas C. S apparently read ’Arevicw, for it
translates * ef dicit cogitans humiliter, videbo gloriam Dei’.

p- 77 1 19 'I&B] add. 8¢ CS, with Clem. Alex. #. xai] C;
om. S with LXX.

p- 77 1. 20 xaxo¥] C; mwovypod mpdyparos S, with the Lxx.
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p- 77 1. 21 xarqyopel Aéywr] My reading of the lacuna was followed
- by Gebhardt, and is now confirmed by C. S however translates as if it
had read kamyyopdv Aéyet.

5. o8 €] 038 & C. S may have read either one or the other,
but not éav xal. The same text is quoted with odd" dv in Apost. Const.
ii. 18.

p. 78 1 2 adrod] S; om. C. ,

p. 78 1. 3 &pwev] C; xplve (apparently) S.

p. 78 L 5 & Tijs Bdrov] éml 7od Tijs Bdrov C; but A cannot have so
read, unless this line was very much longer than the preceding or fol-
lowing one. Moreover éri 7od Tijs Bdrov Xpnypatwpod atrd ddopévov is
in itself a very awkward and unlikely expression. Probably A read érxi
77s Bdrov or éri 7ob Bdrov, this being a common mode of referring to
the incident; Luke xx. 37 (comp. Mark xii. 26), Justin Dia/ 128
(p- 357), Clem. Hom. xvi. 14, Apost. Const. v. zo. The reading of C
must be attributed to the indecision of a scribe hesitating between the
masculine and feminine genders ; the word being sometimes masculine,
6 Bdros (e.g. Exod. iil. 2, 3, 4, Apost. Const. vil. 33), sometimes feminine
(Deut. xxxiil. 16, Acts vil. 35, Justin Dial. 127, 128, Clem. Hom.
xvi. 14, Apost. Const: v. 20). So we have éri rob Bdrov Mark xii. 26
(though with an illsupported v. L), but éri ris Bdrov Luke xx. 37. In
Justin Dial. 60 (p. 283) we meet with dxd ris Bdrov, 6 Bdros, ¢ Bdros,
6 Bdros, & Tijs Bdrov, in the same chapter. See on this double gender
of the word Fritzsche on Mark 1.c. [The above note was written
before S was discovered. S reads either éri rob Bdrov or émi s Bdrov.]

XVIII.

P. 79 L 9 eiroper] eimowuer C.

p. 79 1. 10 0 ®eds] S; om. C.

P- 79 1. 11 & &\ée] This is also the reading of C; but S has
& é\aio.

p- 80l 2 érl whAelov k7.X.] The rest of the quotation to éovfevdare
at the end of the chapter is omitted in C. See above p. 230.

p. 80 L 10 oov] om. S.

P 81 1. 23 5q. 70 ordpa...7d xelAy] C; transposed in S in accordance
with the Lxx and Hebrew.

XIX.

p- 81 1. 28 ro00érwy, Towodrwr] transposed in CS. #b. ovrus]
om. C; xai oVrws S.

p. 81 1. 29 7awewodpovoiv] ramevoppov C. Though A has ramewo-
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¢pdvov, there can be little doubt about the reading, since Clement uses
rarewodpovely ten times elsewhere, but ramedppwy never. See the
note p. 17. Moreover, C elsewhere (§ 38) alters ramewodpoviv into

Tamewoppov.

ih. 10 dmodels] ©submisstveness’, ¢ subordination’. This seems to be
the meaning of the word, which is very rare in the positive, though
common in the comparative {modeéorepos; see Epiphan. Hezr. Ixxvil 14
70 vmodels xal 7jAarrwpévor, a passage pointed out to me by Bensly.
Accordingly in the Syriac it is rendered diminutio et demissio. Laurent
says ‘Colomesius male substantivo suljectio vertit. Collaudatur enim
h. L. voluntaria sanctorum hominum egestas. Vid. Luk. x. 4’; and
Harnack accepts this rendering ¢ egestas’. But this sense is not well
suited to the context, besides being unsupported; nor indeed is it
easy to see how imodejs could have this meaning, which belongs rather
to &dejs. It might possibly mean ‘fearfulness’, a sense assigned to it by
Photius, Suidas, and Hesychius, who explain it vrdpoBos. But usage
suggests its connexion with Séopar ¢ éndigeo’, like dwodeys, &vdeys, xara-
dexfs, rather than with 3éos timor, like ddefs, Tepders.

p- 81 L 305q. 7ds mpo guav yeveds] S; rods wpo yudv C, omitting
yeveds.

p. 821 17¢] C; om. S.

p. 82 L. 2 adrod] C; 7rod @eod S.

p- 82 1. 3 wpdéewv] C; add. rodrwv, ddedol dyamyrol S.

P- 82 1. 6 xdopov] C; kujus mundi S. See above p. 339.

p- 82 1. 8 koA\yfdpev] C ; consideremus (= vojowpev) et adhereamus S,
but this is probably only one of the periphrases in which the translator
abounds.

XX.

P- 83 1. 12 dwouajoe] C; Sikausoe. S.

P. 83 1. 15 7jAids Te xal] S; FAios kai C.

ib. dorépwv T xdpo] C; but S translates as if dorepés Te kal ydpot.

p. 83 L. 16 wapexPBdoews] wapaBdoews C, which destroys the sense.
S translates #z omni egressu cursus ipsorum, which probably represents
mapexBdoews, and where it seems to have read 8 for Sfya. For the
whole passage comp. Apost. Const. Vil 34 ¢woripes...drapdBaror
owlovres Tov Solixov kal kar olddy mapaMdooovres Tis ois mwpoorayis.
In the immediate neighbourhood is the same quotation from Job xxxviii.
11 as here in Clement.

p. 83 1. 19 wavwrijfy] wapmwiijfy C.

p. 83 L 20 & admv] &’ adrijs C; in illa S.
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p. 83 L. 23 xpipara] This is also the reading of CS. It must have
been read moreover by the writer of the later books of the Apostolic
Constitutions, vii. 35 dvefixviaaros xpipacw. Dr Hort calls my attention
to the connexion of words in Ps. xxxvi (xxxv). 5 7a xpipard oov [doel]
dfvooos woAM].

p- 84 L 1 70 xiros x.7.X.] See Apost. Const. viii. 12 6 oveTnodpevos
dBvaaov kal péya xitos avr)) mepifels...myyals devdors pebioas...
&avrdy xuxdots...vepov opBpordkerv Swadpopals els xapmdv yovds kal
{Jov oloracw, ordOpov dvépwy Swmvedvrov k.1.\., where again the
resemblances cannot be accidental.

P. 84 L. 4 ovrus] oire C.

P- 84 1. 5 owwrpBrjoerai] ovvrpBicovras C.

p- 85 L 6 avfpémois dréparos] dwépavros dvbpemors C. S translates
infransmeabilis (= dméparos). The proper meaning of dmépavros,
‘boundless’, appears from Clem. Hom. xvi. 17, xvil. 9, 10, where it is
found in close alliance with dmepos. See also Clem. Alex. Fragm.
P- 1020. On the other hand for dwéparos comp. e.g. Macar. Magn.
Apocr. iv. 13 (p. 179) pel 7@ Oéper xal 7§ Xeypive wolds xal dméparos.
The lines in A are divided amepan|toc; and this division would assist
the insertion of the N. An earlier scribe would write amepa|toc for
anepaltoc. See Didymus Expos. Psal. 138 (p. 1596 ed. Migne) e ydp
xal wkeavos dmrépavros, GAN” odv kal ol per alTov kéomoL Tais Tov SerwoTov
Swrayais Sibivorrarr wdvra ydp Td wpos adrod yeyerquéva Gmwor [Gwoa?)
mor’ doriv Tayals Tijs éavrod mpovolas Swokovpeva ifiverar, quoted in the
Church Quarterly uL p. 240. This language may have been derived
from Origen, and not directly from Clement. Anyhow the recognition
of both the various readings, rayais, Suarayals, is worthy of notice.

p. 85 1. 8 peramapadiddacw] So apparently S; but peradidoacw C,
an apparent simplification, but a real injury to the sense.

. dvépwv] add. re CS. S translates ventigue locorum, as if it had
read dvepol Te arabpdy.

p- 861 1 mp] S; xal mw C. '

P. 86 1. 2 dévaot] déwvao. C. 2, dmwéhavew] C; add. re S.

7b. iryelav] trylewav C.

p- 86 1. 3 wpos {wijs] wpos Lwqjv C. S translates ez que ad vitam,
omitting uafovs altogether.

P 86 1. 5 owelevoeis] C; but S translates awxilia, as if it had read
ovA\jes.

p. 86 1. 8 mpoowepevydras] S; mpoodesyorras C.

P. 87 L 10 kal  peyadwovm] C; om. S.
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XXI. ,

p- 87 L 13 eis xpipa wdow fuiv] els xpipara odv 7piv C; while
S translates iz judicium nobis. The reading of C is explained by a
confusion of kpiMamacIN and KpiMaTacyN ; and S is a correction of the
reading so corrupted. The singular might be accounted for here by
the absence of 7ibui, but in § 28 (see below on p. 101 L 22) the
translator deliberately substitutes the singular for the plural in this same
word. The odv seems to have been dropped purposely; see above
P- 245.

p- 87 1 14 adrot] C; om. S. : :

p- 871 17 éorw] C; add. nobis S. #.6m] C; om. (?) S.

p- 88 L 1 Muroraxrelv] Aeuroraxretv C. There is poetical authority
for the simple vowel in Mrordfwv: see Meineke Fragm. Com. 11 p.
1214, IIL. p. 71, with the notes. So too in analogous words, wherever
they occur in verse, the form in ¢ is found : e.g. Mmwavyjs, Mrdvavs, Auro-
vatrys, Mardmvoos, Aurogapiifs, Aurofuxelv. The grammarians differed on
this point : see Cheroboscus in Cramer’s Anecd. 11. p. 239 Aéye 6 *Qpos
dre wdvra 7 wapd 70 Aelro Sid Tis € Sipfdyyov ypdderar, olov Aeurdvews,
Aerotalip, Aemordéiov, Aevroorpdriov: ¢ 88 Qpiyéms did Tod ¢ Aéyer ypd-
¢ecfar.  There seems to be no poetical and therefore indisputable
authority for the e

p. 88 1 2z palov] C; add. 8¢ S.

p. 88 1 5 Xpwrrdv] om. CS.

p. 88 L 7 juav] om. CS.

p. 881 8 rod ¢p3Bov] C; om. S.

p. 88 1. 10 &defdofuwoar] Bryennios is wrong in giving &deafdrocay
as the reading of A and Clem. Alex. ; for both have &defdofusar. Yet
he quotes the passage of Clem. Alex. again in his preface (p. pxd) with
ddeafdrocay.

p. 88 L 11 BovMpue] C. S translates as if xal BovAqpua.

p. 88 L. 12 ouyijs] This reading, which the sense requires and which
with Hilgenfeld I had inserted in the text from Clem. Alex., is now
confirmed by CS.

p- 88 1. 13 mpookAices] S; mpoaxhjoes C. This same itacism occurs
several times in C, § 47, so.

p- 89 L 15 quév] S; Suav C.

P- 891 17 78 ®ed] Beg (om. 7§) C.

p. 89 1 18 doiws] C; felws S. For other instances of this same
confusion see above (p. 404) the note on p. 38 L 3.

P- 89 L 21 dvekel] avaspet CS.
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XXIL

p. 891 22 8¢ C; om. S.

p. 89 1. 23 ovruws] ovre C.

p- 89 L 25 7is dorw...p. 9o L 4 épigaro adrév] om. C, the words
running on 8ddfw Yuds elra woMai af pdoriyes k7., where elra is
introduced to link the parts together. See above p. 230.

p- 9o L 1 xai] om. S. ib. xelAy] add. gov S with the Lxx.

p- 90 1 3 opbarpoi] C ; 67e opbadpot S.

p- 90 L 7 avrov] S here adds IToAhal ai OA{peis Tod Sikalov xal &
maody avtdv pioerar avrov 6 Kipios' kal wahw. This is from Ps. xxxiv
(xxxiii). zo, the verse but one following the preceding quotation. The
1xx however has the plural vév 8wxalwv, avrods. The words have
obviously been omitted in AC owing to the recurrence of HoMal ai,
and should be restored accordingly.

p- 91 L 8 7ods 8¢ errifovras] Tov 8¢ Awilovra CS, with the Lxx.

XXIII.

p. 91 L 11 pofovpévovs] Tovs poBovuévovs C.

p- 91 L 15 wdppw yevéobo] S ; wéppw ye yevéobw C. See below on
p- 110l 1. :

p- 91 L 16 a¥m)] S; avred C. By an inadvertence avry is printed
for a¥ry in my edition.

p- 92 L 1 mv Yyuxopr] 75 Yuxi C. S is doubtful.

P- 92 L 3 owwBéBnker] ovuBéBnrer C.

P- 92 L 4 wpdrov u&v puldopoet] S; om. C.

P- 92 L 5 sq. kai perd radra] C; translated in S as if elra, the xal
being omitted.

XXIV.

P 93 1 13 &mdelcvvrar Suprexds futv] Supexds iy émdelkvvoe C ;
monstrat nobis perpetuo S.

p- 93 L 14 mjv dwapxsv] C; add. 499 S.

p. 93 L. 15 Xpworov] S; om. C.

P- 93 L. 16 kawpovs] This reading, which I ventured for reasons given
in the note to substitute for the xatpov of previous editors, was adopted
by Gebhardt (ed. 1). C however has xawdv. S translates iz omni
tempore. 2. ywopémy] C; add. spiv S.

P- 93 L 17 kotpdrar...qjpépe] C; S translates as if it had read ot
pérai [7is] vukrds, dviorarar fjpépas, ¢ a man sleeps in the night, he arises
in the day’.

p- 93 1. 18 7jnépa] So too Gebh.; but C has 7 juépa. I still think
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that juépa is correct on account of the parallelism. The omission or
reduplication of a letter in such cases in the Mss is very common.
Having inspected A again, I abide by the statement in my note.

. Bréroper] AdBuper CS.

P. 93 L 19 ¢ omdpos mis yi3s] This mode of filling the lacuna is
-approved by Tisch. and was adopted by Gebh. (ed. 1). The gram-
matical objection which I urged against ¢ omdpos xékkov of previous
editors is sustained by CS, which however read ¢ ordpos wds xai.

P. 93 L 20 sq. &Bakev eis Ty yijv' kal PBAyfévrov oweppdrev, drwa
wmémrrokev k.7.A.] None of the editors have here supplied the lacuna
aright. The words in C stand thus; &Balev els Ty yijv &aorov 76w
omeppdrov, arwa weodvre k7. ; and the text of S was the same so far,
but the remainder of the sentence is translated as if for £npd kal yypvd it

had read &ppdv.

XXV.

P- 95 note. The passage of Job xxix. 18, in relation to the phcenix,
is the subject of a paper by Merx in his Arckiv f. Wiss. Forsck. d. Alt.
Test. 1. p. 104 sq. (1871). On the Talmudical references see also
Lewysohn Zoologie des Talmuds p. 352 sq. The passage in the Assump-
tion of Moses is discussed by Ronsch in Hilgenfeld's Zeitschr. f. Wissensch.
Theol. xviL. p. 553 sq., 1874. Ronsch takes the reading profectio
Phanices, and explains it of the ‘migration from Pheenicia’, i. e. Canaan,
into Egypt under Jacob. And others also take fyz#cis to mean Pheenicia,
explaining it however in different ways. See Hilgenfeld’s note to Mos.
Assumpt. p. 130. In this way the pheenix entirely disappears from the
passage. The pheenix is the subject of an elaborate paper by Larcher
in the Mém. de I Acad. des Inscriptions etc. 1. p. 166 sq. (1815).

P. 96 L. 1 povoyevés] See also Paradise Lost v. 272 ¢ A pheenix gaz'd
by all, as that so/e bird, When to enshrine his reliques in the Sun’s
Bright temple to Agyptian Thebes he flies’.  Why does Milton despatch
his bird to Thebes rather than Heliopolis? The statement about the
pheenix in Apost. Const. v. 7 pacl yap Spvedv Tu povoyevés tmdpxew K.T.\.
is evidently founded on this passage of Clement; comp. e.g. €l Tolvw...
8’ dAoyov dpvéov delkvurar 7 dvdoragis x.r.A. with Clement’s language
in § 26.

P. 97 L. 2 yevopevdv €] yevdpevov 8¢ CS.

p- 98 1. 2 7od xpovov] C; add. vite sue S.

p- 981 3 redevrg] C; add. i illo S.

. aqmopéms 8] S; onmopévys Te C.
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P- 98 L 4 yawdral] éyyewdrac CS. The latter translates nascitur in
ea illic. #. s] C; Soris apparently S. ib. Terehevryrdros]
Tedevmjoavros C.

P- 98 L 6 avrov éxeivov] C; S adds nmn o (= xurAdber adrod).

P- 98 1. 8 duwwvde] So C, in place of the corrupt form Swveder of A.
S translates migrat volans.

p- 98 L 10 wdvrwv] drdvrev C. #b. émumrds] S; om. C,
obviously owing to the following ért.

P- 98 L 11 iepeis] C; add. of rijs Abydmrov S.

P 99 L 13 memhnpupévov] S ; whnpovpévov C.

XXVI.

P- 99 1 21 &nyépbny] xai éqpyépbyv CS.
P- 99 L 23 dvarrhijoacar] dvrhjoacay C. S has zulst (portavit).

XXVIIL

P- 100 L 1 mpocdedéoburav] S; mpoadexéofuoav C.

p- 100l 2 &) om. C. . 7§ Sixaly] Swxaly (om. 7¢) C,
and so apparently S.

p. 100 L. 5 73] om. C. #. 70] So apparently S; om. C.

p- 100 1. 8 rd wdvra] So probably S; wdyra C.

p. 100 L 11 movjoet] S; worjoar C.

p- 101 L 13 of] om. C.

p. 101l 14 Xxetpdv] S; om. C. .

p- 101 L 15 5q. 9 7jpépa...yvéow] S; om. C.

p- 101 L. 16 dvayyé\e] C; dvayyelei S.

P. 101 1 16 sq. ovk €iolv...olxi] om. C. S transposes Adyor and
Aaliwai, as in the Lxx.

p- ror L 17 avrdv] S; om. C. The text of S is perhaps corrupted ;
but, as it stands, it appears as if it had translated rals uwrais, xbpa
instead of xbp.

- XXVIIL

p. 101 L 18 olv] 7¢ () S; om. C.

p- 101 1. 19 dmolelrwper] amolirwper C.

P- 101 L 20 puapds] S; BAaPBepds C. It is accented in this way by
Bryennios. :

p- 101 L 22 7dv peMovrwv kpypdrav] C; 1ob pélhovros kpiparos
PRy 83D S, As 77547 will not make the difference here, the singular
must have been deliberately substituted. See also § 21 (on p. 87 L 13).

P. 101 L 24 wob ddnjéw] C; wot dgrjfw (apparently) S.
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p- 102 1. 2 € ékei] éxet el CS. b, kel 1) debud gov] S ; o
et e C.
p- 102 L 4 ot odv] wod odv C; ol (om. olv) S. 2b. wod

arodpday] mot drodpdoy (or -oet) S apparently ; wob mis dwodpdae C.
p- 102 1. 5 7d] om. C; and so S apparently.

XXIX.

p. 103 L 6 o?v] C; om. S.
p. 103 L. 9 pépos] add. yuds CS.
. P- 103 L. 10 On this passage, Deut. xxxii. 8, see also Bleek Hebrder-
brief 11 p. 229 sq.
p. 104 L. 1 &yenjy] C; kal éyenibn S. v
p- 104 1. 5 aywa] C; S has a singular (11p), but it may not represent
a different reading.

XXX.

p. 104 1. 6 ‘Ayiov olv pepis] "Ayia olv pépy C, but this destroys
the point of the passage. S reads “Ayla odv pepis, an intermediate
reading : see the introduction p. 245.

p- 105 L. 8 7¢] S; om. C. 6. Mdyvovs] dvdyvovs CS.
#b. avpardoxds] C ; kal qvpmhoxds S, which renders ovpmhokds by conten
tiones (Jurgia).

P- 105 L 9 pvoepav poixelav, Bdehvkriv x.1.\.] pvoepdv (pvoapdv C)
re porxeiav xal Bdelvkryy k... CS.

p- 105 L 10 @eds] & @eds C.

p. 105 L 12 dwo] S; om. C.

p- 105 L 14 xaralalds...éavrovs] C; S translates as if xaradauds...
éovrdv, connecting dwo wavros Yibupiopuod with éyxparevipevor.

p. 105 1. 15 kai] S; om. C.

p. 106 L 1 4] € C; 9 (apparently) S, which translates the whole sen-
tence, Jle qui multum dicit et audit in hac (hoc) quod qui bene loquitur etc.

p- 106 1 2 edhoynuévos] om. C; while S substitutes yennrds, thus
repeating the word tw1ce, 5 .

P. 106 L 3 7udv] S; duav C.

P. 106 L 4 ®ed] 7¢ Ocd C. #b. yap] C; om. S.

p- 106 1. 5 dyafijs] S; om. C. #b. judv] dpdv CS.

P- 106 L. 8 90 1o @eol] S; om. C; see above p. 228.

P 106 L g 1rpa.v‘n)s] mpaotys C. S transposes ramewodpocivy and

wpabrys, but this is probably only for the convenience of translation;
see above p. 239.
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XXXI.

p. 107 L. 14 8ud wiorews] S; om. C.

p. 107 L 16 48éws] C; kai 7déws S, if indeed it be not an accidental
error of some Syriac transcriber. ib. &yévero] mpoorjyero CS.

XXXII.

p- 107 L 20 ’Edv] This was accepted by Tisch. and Gebh. (ed. 1)
in place of e read by previous editors, and is confirmed by C, which
reads “O dv. This appears to be a corruption, though accepted by
Bryennios and subsequent editors. S has gue s7 as if & édv.

In my lower note ‘ conjunctive’ should be read for ¢ conjunction’.

p- 107 L 21 7d] om. C.

p. 107 L. 22 adrod] S; avrdv C, with A. 7b. iepeis] ot iepeis C.

. 7¢] om. CS.

p. 108 L 3 kard] C; of xard S, a repetition of the last syllable of
yyodpevo. In Iren. Fragm. 17 (Stieren, p.. 836) a double descent is
“ascribed to our Lord, ék 8¢ 70D Aevi kal Tob “Iovda 70 xkard odpka, s Bact-
Aels Kal Lepeds, éyeriln.

p. 108 1. 4 8] 7¢ CS. 7b. avrov] S; om. C.
p. 108 1. 5 36éy] S; rdfe C. 7. 7ov] om. C.
p- 108 1. ¢ avroi] C; 70d @eob S. 2. xai fpeis...O0ehjparos

avrod] S; om. C, obviously owing to the homceoteleuton.
p. 109 L 14 wdvras] dmavras C.
p. 109 L 15 76v aldvwv] S; om. C. See also below on p. 141 L z0.

XXXIII.

P 109 L. 16 T{ odv wovjowpev, ddeAdol] S; T{ odv épodpev, dyamyrol C.
This variation is obviously suggested by S. Paul’s language in Rom.
vi. 1, where the argument is the same: see above p. 227.

. dpyijowpev] dpynooper C.

p- 1091 17 kai] S; om. C. ib. éyxaralelropev] kavo-
Mmopev C.  The reading of S is doubtful.

p- 109 note. For ¢S. Paul and S. John’ read ¢S. Paul and S. James’.

Mai (Script. Vet. Nov. Coll. viL p. 84) in his extracts from Leontii
et Johannis Rer. Sacr. Lib. ii, after giving an extract ascribed to
Clement of Rome (printed p. 213 of my edition), says in a note ‘Et
quidem in codice exstat locus ex 1 ad Cor. cap. 33, quem exscribere
supersedeo’ etc. This language led me (pp. 10, 109) without hesitation
to ascribe the quotation from § 33 also to this work of Leontius and
John, as Hilgenfeld had done before me. To this Harnack takes
exception (p. Ixxiii), stating that the extract in question occurs ‘in libro
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quodam zncert: auctoris (sine jure conjecerunt Hilgf. et Lightf. in Leon#ic
et Joannis Sacr. Rer. lib.)’. He seems to have interpreted Mai’s ¢ in
codice’ not, as it naturally would be interpreted, ‘in #2¢ manuscript’, but
‘in ¢ manuscript’. = Accordingly elsewhere (p. 117) he quotes Dressel’s
words ¢ Melius profecto fuisset, si ipsum locum exscripsisset [Maius] aut
Msti numerum indicasset. Codicem adhuc quaero’, and adds ¢ Virum
summe reverendum Vercellone(t), qui rogatu Dresselii schedulas Angeli
Maii summa cum diligentia perquisivit, nihil de hoc capite invenisse,
Dresselius mecum Romae mens. April. ann. 1874 communicavit’.
Not satisfied with this, I wrote to my very kind friend Signor
Ignazio Guidi in Rome, asking him to look at the Ms of Leontius and
John and see if the extract were not there. There was some difficulty
in finding the Ms, as it was brought to the Vatican from Grotta Ferrata
after the alphabetical catalogue was far advanced, and is not included
therein ; but through the intervention of Prof. Cozza it was at length
found. As I expected, the extract is there. Signor Guidi, whom I
sincerely thank for all the trouble which he has taken on my behalf in -
this as in other matters, sends me the following transcript.

Cod. Grec. Vat. 1553. f. 22
" 7o dylov KA\fjpevTos puuns ék Tijs wpos koptvBiovs émoTodis.

avros ydp ¢ Sypiovpyds xai Seoworys Tdv dwdvrwv éri Tois &pyols avrod
‘@ydM\erat 7§ yap Tappeyeordry (sic) avrod kpdrer ovpavods éomipiéer Kai
T draralijnre adred cuvécer Siexdopnoev avrods: yiv 8¢ Sexdpioer dmo
700 wepiéxovros avriy Ydaros kal Epacev (sic) éwi Tov dodali Tob v
OeMiparos Oepéliov: émi Tobrows Tov éforarov (sic) xal mappeyéby dvbpwmov
Tais Biais avrod kal dpdpois xepoly &rhacer Tis éavrod elkdvos xapaxrtipa:
otrws ydp ¢dnow ¢ Oeds moujowper dvlpumrov xar' elkdva xal kal Spolwaw
yperépav: xai érolnoev 6 feds Tov dvfpwmov dpoev kai 07Av émoinaery avrovs’
tabra olv wdvra reewoas émaivesev (sic) avrd xai eAdynoev xai elwev
avédveale kai wAnbiveshe.

0 avrod & Tis 0 émorois

va xal yevduefo k7.\. (as printed above p. 213).

It will be seen by a comparison of this quotation in Leontius
and John from § 33 with the same passage as quoted by John of
Damascus, that the latter cannot have taken it directly from Clement
but must have derived it from these earlier collectors of extracts.

p- 110 L 1 &’ quiv ye yambivar] ép fpiv yembijvar CS. In a
former passage (see above on p. 91 1L 15) we have seen the same
phenomenon, though the relations of A and C are there reversed,
A omitting and C inserting ye. The ye is required here,
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p. 110 L. 4 Squiovpyds k.r.\.] So Clem. Hom. xvii. 8 wdvrov Sypeovp-
yov kai Seowéry dvra. This is not the only passage where the author
of the Clementine Homilies betrays the influence of the genuine
Clement: see pp. Io, 61.

p- 110 L. 5 dyaM\idrar] dydMerac C, and so Leont., Damasc,

p- 110 L. 6 7] Leont., Damasc.; & 75 C. S is doubtful.

p- 110 1. 10 éavrov] S ; éavrav C. #b. Swarde] I ventured to
substitute this for the wpmd&c of previous editors. It was accepted
by Gebhardt, and is found in C. S has mandato, which doubtless
represents dwrdfet.

P. 111 L 11 fdragody 7e kal] Odlacoav kai CS. ib. wpody-
peovpyticas] wpoeroypdaas CS.

P. 111 L 12 70 éoxwraTov...dvfpwrov] So also C, except that it has
wappeyedéoratov for mwappéyefes (see above p. 228). On the other
hand Leont., Damasc., S read rov éoxurarov (éforarov Leont. Ms) xai
wappeyédy dvfpomwov, omitting xard Sudvorav. Evidently these two
‘words were a stumbling-block.

p- 111 1. 15 odrws] Leont., Damasc. ; ovrw C.

p. 111 L. 19 eldopev] Buper CS. #. trot] In my note I sug-
gested the omission of this word, and Gebhardt accordingly omitted it.
It is wanting in CS.

p- 111 L 20 ékoopajfyoav] C; ¢xotp.1)0170av S.

p. 112 L. 1 otv] 8¢ CS. b, &yois] add. aya.00ts Cs.
p- 112 1. 3 &] «ai & CS. . loxdos] s loxvos C.
XXXIV.

P. 112 L. 6 6 volpos] C; o 3¢ vwbpos S.

p. 112 L. 7 dvrogfalpueiv] Comp. dvropparety Apost. Const. Vi. 2.

p. 112 L 8 qjuds] C; dpas S.,

p. 112 L. 9 ¢ adrov] C. S translates as if it referred to mpofipovs
vuds elvae els dyabomodiar.

p. 112 L. 10 6 Kdpros] Kipeos (om. o) C.

p. 113 L 12 & 8\ys] CS insert moredovras before these words. The
insertion simplifies the construction and is doubtless correct ; see above
p- 226. #b. tprret] pnde C, and so probably S; as it is pointed
out in my note that usage requires.

P. 113 L. 18 wapeworijkeioay...é\arodpyorv] C; but S translates them
as presents.

p. 113 L. 20 xriows] S; v C.

p. 113 L 21 1) owedjoe] translated in S iz wna conscientia. On
the meaning of cuveldyots here, see above, p. 404.
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p- 114 1. 2 opbarpuds] & opbadpos CS, as in 1 Cor. ii. 9.

p- 114 L 3 doa] C; om. S. #b. rjroipacer] add. Kipeos CS.
In 1 Cor. ii. ¢ it is ¢ ®eos. b, Tols vmopévovow] Tois dyawrdow CS;
obviously from 1 Cor. ii. 9. Itis clear on the other hand, that Clement
read rofs vwopévovaw from the words which follow at the beginning of
the next chapter, riva odv dpa éoriv Td érowaldpeva Tols vrouévovow ;
see below on p. 144 L. 3. For the expedient of S to reestablish the
connexion which has thus been severed by the substitution of a different
word, see below on p. 116 1. 5.

XXXV.

p. 115 1. 8 vrémmrev wdvra] vwowirre wdvra C; vmomimrovra S, some.
letters having dropped out, Ymommre[imalnTa.

p- 116 L 2 5q. kal wamjp 76v alovwv ¢ wavdyos] S; Tdv aldvev kai
wamjp wavaytos C.

p. 116 . 3 mavdyios] Mr Bensly has pointed out to me that the
word occurs in 4 Macc. vil. 4, xiv. 7, a work which is supposed to be
earlier by a few years than Clement’s epistle.

p. 116 1. 5 vropevovrov] C; add. kal dyawdvreov S, obviously in
order to bring the statement into connexion with the altered form of
quotation adopted at the end of the preceding chapter, 7ois dyardow
avrov for rols vropévovaw avrav. #b. avrév] om. CS.

p. 116 1. 6 74v émpyyedpévov Swpedv] Tdv Swped
vwv C, and so probably S.

p. 116 L. 7 dyamyrol] C; om.S. 7. § 7] % (om. ) C. . Sud
wiorews] &iud being absent from A and supplied by the editors generally
after Young. This is confirmed by S, which has per fidem. On the
other hand C reads simply mords, which was Hilgenfeld’s emendation ;
but it must be regarded merely as a scribe’s correction of wiorews after
the &ud had disappeared; see above, p. 245.

Tav &y yeApé-

p- 116 L. 8 &{prdpev] éxinpmjowper C. . Td evdpeora Kal
empdodexta avr@] S; 7d dyadd kal ebdperra adrd xai ebmpoadexta C.
p- 117 L 12 dvoplav] wovyplav CS. #. wheovetlav] S; om. C.

p- 117 L 13 vrepnpaviav 7¢] C ; xai vrepydaviav S.

p- 117 L 14 dgudofeviav] the reading of CS. The duty of ¢idofevia
was the subject of a special treatise by Melito, Euseb. A. £. iv. 26.

p. 117 1. 18 8upyp] édupyfi C.  This is a various reading in the Lxx
also. S is doubtful. :

p. 117 L 19 éri] & CS.

p- 117 L 20 od 8&..p. 118 L 2 6 pudpevos] om. C. After the
omission comes «ai év 73 Téher Guoia alvéoews k.T.A.
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p. 117 L. 22 érhesvacer] émAedvaler S.

p. 117 1. 26 dvope] dvopiav S, a various reading in the LxX.

p. 118 1. 1 wapacmiow g€ xard wpdowmwdov oov] wapacTiow KaTd
wpdowmdv oov Tds dpaprias oov S, a various reading in the LXX; see
P- 244.

p. 118 L. 4 ] v CS, and so some Mmss of the Lxx. ib. air3] C;
avrois S. 2. Tob @eod] S; pov C.

p. 118 L. 8 7ovrov] C; tobro S, and so 1l g, 10, but not 1. 11, 13.
. drevicwper] arevilopev C; contemplemur (or contemplabimur) S. :

P. 1181, 9 &owrplopeda) C; videamus (or videbimus) tanguam in.
speculo S. :

XXXVI.

p. 119 L. 10 yresxfyoar] dvewxbnoav C.

p- 119 1. 12 favpaorov] C; om. S, with Clem. Alex. See the note
on § 59, p. 286 above. Comp. also Clem. Alex. Ped. i. 6 {p. 117) mpos
70 aidiov dvarpéyoper His. #b. avrov] om. CS, with Clem. Alex,

p.- 119 L 13 7js dfavdrov yvdgews] C; but S translates mortis
scientie, i.e. @avdrov yvdoews, where mjs has been absorbed in the
final syllable of the preceding Seowdrns and Oavdrov is written for
dfavdrov. For an instance of Odvaros for afdvaros see [Clem. Rom.]
ii. § 19 (p. 339), and conversely of afdvaros for Odvaros, Ign. Epk. 7.

© p. 159 L 15 S0¢] The reading of A is ovw, not osd (=oowy), as I
haye incorrectly stated.

" p. 119 L 16 Svope kexhnpovépnrer] rexAypovdumkev dvopa C, as in
Heb. i 4.

p- 119 1. 18 mvpds PpAdya] pAdya mupss C, as e.g. Rev. ii. 18; for
here C departs from the text of Heb. i. 7, which has wvpos pAdya.

XXXVIIL

p- 121 L 11 ewrieds| éxrds C; leniter (placide) 1w S
The word ékricds means ‘habitually’, and so ‘familiarly’, ¢easily’,
‘readily’ (i.e. *as a matter of habit’); comp. Epict. Diss. iii. 24. 78
ovMloytopovs W dvalvops éxTidrepov, Plut. Mor. 8oz F &kruds 4
rexvikds %) Swawpericds, Porph. de Abst. iv. 20 70 alriov 10b cuppévew
elmois dv kal 10D ékricds Swapévew, Diod. Sic. Hi. 4 pelérp molvxpoviy
kol pvijpuy yvpvdlovres Tds Yuxds éktikds Ekaora Tdv yeypapuévov
dvaywdaxovor, i.e. ‘fluently’ (where he is speaking of reading the
hieroglyphics). So here, if the reading be correct, it will mean ‘as
a matter of course’, ‘promptly’, ‘readily’. The adjective is used in
the same sense, e.g. Epict. Diss. ii. -18. 4 € 7t worely éheis éxteniy.

CLEM. 28



430 ADDENDA.

The reading of C confirms my account of A as against Tischendorf’s,
though he still adhered to his first opinion after my remarks. There

can be little doubt now, I think, that it has eyékrik[wc] as described in

my note, and not eyéktw[c] as read by Tisch.; for the latter has
no relation to the &rwds of C. The ey (altered from e, as it was
first written) must be explained by the preceding €y of evrdxrws catching
the scribe’s eye as he was forming the initial letters of either exTikwc
or ekTikwc. He had written as far as €1, and at this point he was
misled by the same conjunction of letters mwcey just before. Whether
this €1 was the beginning of eikTiKwC, or an incomplete ek as the begin-
ning of ekTikwc, may be doubtful. In the latter case we must suppose
that the second 1, written above the line, was a deliberate (and perhaps
later) emendation to get a word with an adequate sense; but on the
whole it seems more probable that he had exmikwc in his copy, and
not ekTiKwc as read in C.  If so, elxrwds has the higher claim to be
regarded as the word used by Clement. It is difficult to say whether
the rendering in S represents eixricds or éxricds. In the Peshito Luke
vil. 25 N9v9 stands for palaxds, and in the Harclean Mark xiii. 28
for dmakds. Thus it seems slightly nearer to elxrikd@s than to érexds.
The word elxrwos occurs Orig. de Prine. iii. 15 (1. p. 124), and occasion--
ally elsewhere. On these adjectives in -wds see Lobeck Pkryn. p. 228.

P. 121 L 12 émuredodow] Tedobor C. The reading of S is doubtful.

#b. oV wdyres x.r.\.] Comp. Senec. De Trang. An. 4 ‘Quid si militare
nolis nisi imperator aut tribunus? etiamsi alii primam frontem tenebunt,
te sors inter triarios posuerit, inde voce, adhortatione, exemplo, animo
milita’.

p- 121 L 13 &mapxo] C; S adopts the Greek word Jmapxo, but it
perhaps does not imply any variation in the Greek text.

p- 121 L 15 émracodpeva] vworasadpeva C. The converse error
appears in the Ms of Ign. Zpkes. 2 émracodpevor for vroracoduevor.

p. 122 1. 3 oldév éorwv] So probably S; éorw oddér C.

p. 122 L. 5 owavel] dv,m’vc? C.

p. 122 L 6 xpijrai] xpdrar C; see the note on p. 195 1. 2t in these
Addenda (below, p. 452).

XXXVIIL

p. 122 L. 9 'Inood] om. CS.
p. 122 L. 10 xal] om. CS.
P- 122 L 11 gy} drypelelro] where A has mHtmmeAertw. CS read
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Tpelelrw, omitting the py,  Obviously the a of drppeleiro had already
disappeared in their Mss, as it has in A, and they are obliged to strike
out the counterbalancing negative p7 in order to restore the sense;
see above, p. 245.

p. 122 L 11 sq. &rperérw] &rpemréofo C. This is demanded by
the sense. The active érperérw, asread in A, cannot have the meaning
¢ reverence’, which is required here. I cannot explain how I over-
looked this very necessary correction. It is no excuse that all the
editors before and after me, apparently without exception, were equally
guilty with myself. Vet Gebhardt {ed. 2) still retains the solcecistic:
évrperéra. ’

p- 123 L. 15 8q. & &yois] &yos C, thus omitting the preposition in
the second clause, while conversely Clem. Alex. omits it in the first
and retains it in the second. S has it in both; but no stress can be
laid on the fact, since the translator frequently repeats the preposition
when it does not recur in the Greek: see above, p. 239 sq.

- p. 123 L. 16 Tamewodpordv] and so probably S ; rarewsppuv C, as
also Clem. Alex. See above, on p. 81 1. 29.

p. 123 L. 17 v’ érépov éavrov] éavrov v érépov C. S translates the
sentence sed ab aliis testimonium detur (paprvpelafuw) super ipso.

p- 123 L. 18 &To kai] Laurent in his edition substitutes jre xal
which is an improvement on his first suggestion, since fre is better.
adapted to the space, besides being the form of the imperative found
elsewhere in Clement, § 48. CS omit the words altogether reading.
o dyvos & T capxl pn dhafovevéohw, as does Clem. Alex. : see above,
P- 245. Here again the corrector’s hand is manifest; see my note,
P- 123. Dr Hort would read omjro xal, comparing 1 Cor. vii. 37.

pP. 123 1. 21 kai 7ives] C; om. S. b, doijrfapev] elofh-
Gopev C.

P- 123 L. 22 os & Tod Tdgov] & wolov Tdgov CS; a great improve-
ment. tb. ¢ wovjoas] ¢ wAdoas CS.

P. 124 L. 1 1ov kdopov] C; Aunc mundum S, but it probably does

not represent a various reading ; see above, p. 339.
p- 124 1. 3 kard wdvra] C; om. S.

XXXIX.

p- 124 L 6 "Adpoves...dmaldevro] S; "Adpoves kal dmaldevror Kal
popol C. ' ) ’

p. 124 L. 11 xabapds] C; ¥ban corruptor S; see above p. 243. The
translator may perhaps have had ¢6dpos in his text. " #b. éorad] C;
éorw S, . &ovr] évavriav C.
- 28—2
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p.-124L 12} C; 9 S. T

p. 125 L 13 adrov] davred C. #. o0} C; om. S.
¥, mworeie] C; moreioe S.

P. 125 L 16 érawev adrovs] C; &recov adrod S; see above, p. 245.
ib. anros Tpowov] Tisch. now accepts my reading of A.

p- 125 L 17 &} C; om. S.

p. 125L 20 €] C; % S. #b. goi] so probably S; oov C.
#b. oY) oye C. ' '

p. 1251 22 8¢] C; om. S. #b. Baldvras] Bd\ovras C; and
S also has a present. ib. ebféws] ewbis C.

P- 126 L 1 &kelvois vjroipacrac] C; éxevor yroipacay S. The Lxx
has éxetvor ounfyayor.

XL.

P. 126 L 3 rovrev] C; add. deAgol S.

p- 127 L 5 dua] C; sicut (os?) S.

p. 128 L 1 émpuedds] Of this conjectural insertion of mine Gebh.
says ‘fort. recte’. It is wanting however in C, as well as in A. This
is not the only instance where the recurrence of the same letters has
led to an omission in both Mss. The awkwardness created by the
omission of émpeds is remedied in S by omitting also émreleiofa
xal ; see above, p. 245.

p. 128 L. 2 téxérevoevt] The obeli and the critical note are wrongly
assigned to this éxé\evoev through inadvertence. They belong to the
previous éxéhevoev (p. 127 L 5), as indeed the tenour of the note
shows. This error is pointed out by Tisch. (Pref. p. viil), and
Gebhardt has tacitly transferred my remarks to the proper éxé\evoer.
C has é&é\evoe in p. 127 L 5, and this was also the reading of S.

#b. dAX’] d\Ad C.

p- 128 L 3 dpais mob r¢] C; 'S translates as if it had read &pas ¢
wTov. :
p. 128 1. 4 vmeprdry] vweprdry C. #b. wavra] This emendation
is accepted by Gebh. - C reads wdvra rd with A. The omission of rd is
confirmed by S.

p. 128 1 5 & edoxjoer] C; S seems to have taken &vevSoxjoe: (one
word) as a verb, also reading elvac for ey, or translating as if it had so
read. The sentence is rendered, iz u?, quum omnia pie fiant, velit ut
acceptabilia sint voluntati sue.  ib. €] add. wdvra C, notwithstanding
the previous wdvra. ‘

p. 128 L. 6 mpooreraypévois] wpoorayeio. C. '

P 129 L 9 dpxiepel] C; dpyiepeboe S. This alteration ‘is probably
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due to a misapprehension of a scribe or of the translator, who supposed
that the Christian high-priests (bishops) were alluded to.
p- 129 1. 10 6 7émos] 7émos [om. 6] C. S translates as if it had
read 8lois Témocs.
" p. 129 L 11 Aevirass...éwixewras] C; levite in ministeriis propriis
Donuntur S.
p. 129 L 12 8&erar] 8éSoras CS.

XLI.

p- 129 L 13 vpdv] sjpdv CS.

pP. 129 L 14 eixapworeirw] eapesreiro CS. Though this seems
simpler, evxapioreiro is doubtless the right reading; see my note here
and comp. § 38, together with Rom. xiv. 6, 1 Cor. xiv. 17. For another
instance of the confusion between evapeorelv and elxapwrety in our
authorities see § 62 (p. 297, above).

P- 130 L 1 pr) mapexBaivov] C ; et perficiens S.

P- 130 1. 2 wpoodépovrar] C; om. S.

P- 130 L. 3 exav] mpooevydv C. The same v.L appears in ]ames
v. 15, 16, Ign. Epkes. 10, Rom. 9. The tendency is to substitute
wpooevyy for evxy, as being the commoner word.

P- 130 L 4 wAnppelelas] mAnppedgpdrey C. S has a singular. I
have omitted to record in my notes the reading of A, wAqpuelwao.
#b. povj] S; om. C, as a pleonasm after dAX’ 4. For the language here
comp. Apost. Const. ii. 25 awo Tév Ovoidy kal dmd wdons wAgppelelas xal
epl apapTudv.

P- 131 L 5 wpoodpépera] C; gfferuntur sacrificia S.

p. 131 L. 7 79v] C; caterorum S.

p. 131 L 8 Bovhijoews] BovAijs C. The reading of S is uncertain.

P- 132 L 1 wpdoripov] It should be added that this is a very common
word in inscriptions for ‘a fine’.

P- 132 L. 2 8og] C; add. yap S.

XLIIL

P. 132 L 4 evpyyeAiobyoav] rendered as a transitive evangdizsaverunt
in S. ,

p. 132 L 5 ¢ Xpiords] Xpiords (om. ) C.

P. 132 L 6 &eméudby...dre Tod @eot] om. C, owing to the homceo-
teleuton. My punctuation of this passage is accepted by Gebhardt and
Harnack and by Hilgenfeld (ed. 2), and is confirmed by S. For other
instances of the omission of the verb in similar antithetical clauses see
Rom. v. 18, 1 Cor. vi. 13, Gal. ii. 9.

<
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p. 132 1. 8 XaBdrres] C; add. o axdororoe S.
P. 132 L 10 7jpav] om. C. The reading of S is uncertain: see

‘above, p. 323

p- 1331 13 xaﬂmmv] xafwrdv C.

P- 133 L 14 7§ wvedpar] C; spiritu sancto (or rather sanglos, for the
word has 7#bui) S.

P. 133 L. 16 xawds] C; xevis S.

P. 133 L 18 otrws] otre C.

XLIII.

P 134 L 6 &mxolovdnoey] sxodovfnoar C.

P- 134 1. 9 dvAGv] C; add. Taody [-rov] "TopagA S.

P- 134 L 12 alrds] S; adras C. #. wois} & vois C, a
repetition of the last syllab]e of iccﬁpcyw

P- 134 L. 15 doatrus xai] So opolws xal Ign. Ephes. 16, 10.

p- 135 L. 16 pdBdovs] C; Bpas S, This must, I think, be the nght
reading, for it removes a great difficulty : see above, p. 242.

p. 135 L 19 vov] om. C.

P- 135 L 30 &wedeifaro] émédeile C. .

" p. 135 L 21 7ds o¢ppayidas] C; om. S.

P 135 L 23 wpoédeper] Tisch. allows that the reading of A may as well
be mpoe... as mpoc... and accepts my correction wpoédpeper. So too
did Gebhardt (ed. 1). C has mpoeik¢, which with the v paragogic
(mpoeihev) must be substituted on the ground of evidence, though
wpoatpety promere is not the most natural word. S has susiulit,

P. 135 1. 23 70¥ "Aapuv] approved by Tisch. and accepted by Gebh.
(ed. 1). C however reads "Aapdv without the article,

P- 135 L 25 mpoéyvu] mporide C.

P. 135 L 27 els 76] dore C, and so apparently S. The variation is to
be explained by the uncial letters eicto, wcre.

P- 135 L 28 @cod] S; Kuplov C. S translates as if it had read Tob
povov dAnfwod Beob.

XLIV.

P- 136 L. 1 &rrar] C; but S seems to have read éorw.

#b. &mi] wept C, and so apparently S,

p. 136 L. 2 ov] C; om. S.

p- 136 1. 4 &mpovjy] C has émSopnv, a reading which, so far as I am
aware, has never been suggested befere. It can hardly be correct and
is probably an attempt to emend &rwopsv. S has pa S Nnyypa
DD PRIR XY RIR NN AR 13N f in medio (interim) super probatisnt
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(émt Soxepny or éxl Soxwuy)) dederunt etiam hoc ita ut si homines ex iis etc.
Hilgenfeld (ed. 2), not knowing the reading of S, conjectured émi Soxep,
which he explains kai perafd (‘jam conditis ecclesiis’) éml Soxip Ewxav
(70 Svopa Tijs émrkomis) mws (“ hac ratione inducta’) k7., adding ¢jam
ecclesiarum ai dwapyal spiritu probati episcoporum et diaconorum
munera susceperunt, post eos sola probationis ratione episcopi eonstituti
sunt’. But notwithstanding the coincidence of this conjecture with S, I
do not think that a reading so harsh can possibly stand. I ought to
have said that the original author of the emendation érwuonj, to which
I still adhere, is mentioned by Ussher (Ignat. Epist. Proleg. p.-cxxxvii)
who quoting: the passage adds this note in his margin; ¢éryporjy D,
Petrus Turnerus® hic legit, ut continuatio episcopatus ab Apostolis stabi-
lita significetur ; quod Athanasiang illi, xal BéBata pévei, bene respondet’.
The word émwopav is retained by Laurent, who explains it ‘adsignatio
muneris episcopalis’ (a meaning of émevopry which though possible is
unsupported, and which even if allowable in itself would be very
awkward here) ; and (in their first edition) by Gebhardt and Harnack,
where it is interpreted ¢dispositio, preceptum’ (a meaning which
would be adequate indeed, but which the word could not, I think, possi-
bly have). In ed. 2 however Harnack expresses a belief that the word
is corrupt and suggests émBolijv. Hagemann (Romische Kircke p. 684)
conjectures émwoply, ¢d. h. wenn diese Form des Accusativs von émwopls
nachgewiesen werden kénnte’; and Dr Hort quite independently sug-
gests to me ‘émwopida, or conceivably but improbably éwivopw, as we
have both xdpira and xdpw, mjoride and vijorw, kA€ida and xAelv’, and
refers to Philo de Creat. Princ. 4 (1. p. 363 M) where Deuteronomy is so
called [comp. Quis rer. div. 33, 51, 1. Pp. 495, 509]. Donaldson
conjectures éridopa ‘an addition’ (Z%eol. Rev. Jan. 1877, p. 45), and
Lipsius émrdyqv (Jen. Lét. 13 Jan, 1877).

b, 3edikaow] éwxav C.

p. 136 L 5 xoypnfdow] Twes xoywnfdow C, and similarly Zomines
ex it5 S. ib. dvdpes] S; om. C. These two last are obviously
‘emendations to make the sense smoother.

p- 1371 7 dvdpdv] C; add. éxkeheypévovs S.

p- 137 L. 10 dBavadows] dBavdocws C. é. v¢] C; om. S.

P 138 L 1 7ovrovs] C; add. odw S.

1 Fellow of Merton and Savilian Professor at Oxford (} 1651), a man of great and
varied learning, He was a friend of Laud’s and was ejected from his fellowship and
professorship by the Parliamentarians: see Wood’s Atkene Owomienses 11. p. 153
(ed. 2).
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p- 138 L 2 dwoBaréofa] dwoBdMecfar C: see my note. It is
rendered by an active verb in S.

p- 138 L 3 &orar] S; éoriv C.

p- 138 1 5 paxdpioe] C ; add. ydp S.

P- 139 1. g mohirevopévous] S; wohrevoapévovs C.  #b. duéumres] C;
om. S, probably from a feeling that it-was inappropriate with reriyunués.

p- 139 L. 10 Terypnpévs] So too CS. My emendation rerypyuéims
was accepted by Gebh. (ed. r), and indeed it seems to be required not-
withstanding the coincidence of our existing authorities, In their znd
edition however Gebhardt and Harnack return to rerqunuéms, explaining
it ¢ officio quo inculpabiliter ac legitime honerati erant’, and supposing
that rupdv ol 7o can mean ‘aliquid alicui tamquam honoremr tribuere’.
But the passages quoted by them, which seem to favour this meaning,
Pind. O [l Pyth] iv. 270 Hawv 7é gou Tipud ¢aos, Soph. Ant 514
ikelvw SvooeBi Tuds xdpw [comp. also Aj. 675], are highly poetical.
Moreover even in these the expression must be referred to the original
meaning of 7pdy, ‘to respect (and so ‘to scrupulously observe’)
a thing for a person’ (comp. e.g. Eur. Orest. 828 warpgay 7ipdv xapw
-with Soph. 474 Lc.); and thus they afford no countenance for a passive
use mypdcfal T ‘to be bestowed as an honour on a person’. The
instanees of the passive, which are quoted in their note, all make against
this interpretation ; e.g. Euseb. A. E. X. 4 yepapi ppovijoer mwapd @eoi
reryumpuéve, Const. Ap. ii. 26 o émiokomos...@cob dflg Terypmuévos. If Tert-
ppéms can stand at all here, it must mean ‘respected’, i.e. ‘duly
discharged’. Hilgenfeld (ed. 2) speaks favourably of rerypyuérys.

XLV.

p- 1401 1 wepl Tdv dvmrdvrav] My conjecture was approved by
Tisch. and accepted by Gebh., and is now confirmed by C. S ttans
lates dore as an indicative, and is obliged in consequenee to insert a
negative with dvgxdvrav, thus falling into the same trap as the editors.
Onmit the reference to Ign Polyc. 7 in the lower note. . &-
xvm-erc] éyrexipare C ; e [ey]xexv¢a1¢ S. #b. Tds ypacpds} C;
1ds lepds -ypaqsas S. 'This is probably taken from § 53 éwioradfe Tas
tepds ypacds, a‘yam;fo:., Kal dykexipare els 7d )\o‘yw 700 @eod.

P- 140 L. 2 7ds 7ol mvedparos] This emendation, which I proposed
somewhat hesitatingly, was adopted by Gebhardt in place of the fjeas
mvedparos of previous editors. It is confirmed to a greater extent than I
could have hoped by CS, which .have rds did 7ob wvedparos. It is diffi-
cult however to see how there was room for so many letters in the

™~
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Yacuna of A ; for the space left for racdurou is at most half a letter
more than is taken up in the next line by orwvd, i. e. six letters. Since
the lacuna here are at the beginnings, not (as commonly) at the ends
of the lines, there can be no uncertainty about the spaces.

P. 140 L 4 yéypamrar] yéypamro C. . wore epjoere]
approved by Tisch. and adopted by Gebh. (ed. 1). C however has odx
evprjoere, which was anticipated by Laurent, and similarly S zon invenitis
(a present tense). '

P- 140 L 7 vmo wapavépwv] C; dAX’ Jao wapavipwv S. b, vmo
F@v] dmo 7d@v C; dA\' vmo (or dwd) 7év S ; see above, p. 244.

p- 140 L 8 mapov] This emendation was accepted by Gebh., and is
confirmed by C. S has puapdv. b, dducov} C; ddlxev S ;
see above, p. 245. . ratra] C; kal raira S.

P. 140 L 9 elroper] eroypev C ; dicam (eirw) S.

P 141 L 13 700 vyiorov] C. The present text of S has xv, 7od
Kuplov, but this is doubtless a corruption of g™ 19, Tod WicTov.

#b. xarelpxOnoav] xabeipxbnaay C.

p- 1411 15 €is] S; om. C.

p- 141 1 17 mepBaleiv] So also C. S has simply jaciant.

P. 141 L 20 1dv aldvov] S; om. C. So also above, p. 10g L 15.

p. 141 L 22 &ypago] This excellent emendation of Laurent is
confirmed by C, as might have been predicted. S has scripti sunt for
<yypagou éyévovro.

P. 141 L 23 adrdv] adrod CS.

p. 1411 24 dupv] C; om. S.

XLVIL

N p- 143 1. 8 wokeuds 7¢] C; S has.the plural (as determined by
N ribui) wolepol ve and adds e contentiones Wy, which probably
represents xal pdyat, since the same word elsewhere stands for pdyat
(e.g- James iv. 1, Pesh., Hcl.; 2 Tim. il 23, Tit. iii. 9, Hcl.). The con-
necting particles in the Greek are favourable to such an addition; but
it is suspicious, as being perhaps borrowed from James iv. 1.
P. 143 L. 9 xal & wvedpa...& Xpwwr@] The construction and punctua-
tion which I have adopted appear in S.
P. 143 L 10 8téhxoper] S ; Siéhkwper C.
P. 143 L. 14 "Inoob 100 Kupiov 7judv] 7ob Kuplov pdv “Ingod Xpiorod
CS.
P- 144 L 1 ovx] py C.
P 144 L 3 Tdv puxpév pov okavdalicar} C; rdv ékhexrdyv pov Sia-
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orpéyas S. I have no doubt that S has preserved the right reading ; and
this for three reasons. (1) This reading is farther from the language of
the Canonical Gospels and therefore more likely to have been changed ;
(2) Clement of Alexandria, St7om. iii. 18 (p. 561), so read the passage m
the Roman Clement (see my notes p. 144); (3) The word Suagrpé-
Wi explains the sequel v oxiopa vpér wohobs Suéorpeper (¢ perverted
not one, but many’), it being after Clement’s manner to take up and
comment on a leading word in his quotations; e.g. § 14 ANOPOTQ
€ipHNIK® followed by § 15 xoMndéper 7ois per eboeBeias eipnved-
ovow, § 27 ®N oYXl dkoyonTal followed by § 28 wdvrwv olv BAemo-
pévew Kal dxovopdvey, § 29 érenvon mepic Kypioy...Aria arieow
followed by § 30 ‘Ayfov odv pepls, § 30 ©edc...aidcIN XAPIN
followed by ofs 5 xdpts dwd 70d ®eol 8édoray, § 34 Gca HTOIMACEN
ToTc YoMENOYCIN a¥TON followed by§ 35 riva odv dpa éorivrd éroipa-
Loueva rois dwopévovair; § 35 6A0c 1 AeiZw ayT( TO COTHPION
107 Oeof followed by § 36 adry 4 680s...&v ) elpoper 76 TwTYptLov
npév, § 36 Ewc &N 8 Tovc €xBpovYc K7\ followed by rives odw of
¢x0pol,§ 46 (justabove) MeTa ANAPOC AB@OY A0PoC Ect Kal MeTA
ékAekToY éxAekToc €ch followed by xoAAnfdper odv Tois dfgots...
eloly 8¢ odvo éxdexTol Tob @eod, § 48 ANOIZATE MOl TYAAC AlKalo-
cYNHC k1. X followed by xoA\dv olv TulGv dvepyuidv § & Sixaco-
aivy adm doriv, § 50 ON ddéBHcaN ai ANomial kA followed by
§ 51 doa odv mapemégapev...dfiovper dpedivar fpuiv, § 57 KATACKH-
Nocel ém éATial memol8ac followed by § 58 ra kaTaokyrdrwper
wemotfdres x.X. I have collected these examples, because this cha-
racteristic determines the readings in three passages of interest (here and
§§ 35, 57; comp. also § 51), where there are variations; see above,
PP- 283, 428, and below, p. 442.
P- 144 L 5 5pds] S; dpds C.

XLVIL

p- 144 L 7 v émorodjv] To the instances given in my note
add Iren. i 8. 2 & 7 wpos Kopwliovs (where the Latin specifies ‘in
prima ad Corinthios epistola’), . iv. 27. 3 ‘in epistola que est ad
Corinthios’, Orig. ¢. Céls. i. 63 & 1) wpos Teudledv o, iil. 20 ¢ wpos
@craalovixels, Method. Symp. iii. 14 (p. 22 Jahn) AaBére 8¢ pera xepos
6 BovAdpevos mjv mpos Kopwbiovs émarolijv, Macarius Magnes Apocr.
iiil. 36 (p. 131 Blondel) xai & 1) mpds Kopwbiovs St émorodfj Aéyer Tepl
3¢ 1év waphévwy émrayny Kupiov ovk &w xr.\., Hieron. Epist. kii, 9 (. p.
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264) ‘Lége Pauli epistolam ad Corinthios, quomodo diversa membra
unum corpus efficiunt’, Anast. Sin. Hodeg. 12 (p. 97) €x 7§s wpds Kopw-
Blovs.

P. 145 L. 10 avrod 7e...’AwoAAG] éavrod kal "AmoAda kal Kygd C, thus
conforming the order to 1 Cor. i. 12 (comp, iv. 6). S has the same
order as A but omits 7e in both places. It also repeats the preposition
before each word, but no stress can be laid on this: see above, p. 239.

P. 145 L 11 mpoorhioes| divisiones S ; wpookhjoes C, and so 1. 12
wpoorAnos, 1. 13 mpooexhjfyre. For this itacism see above § 21.  The
intermediate note in my edition (p. 144) refers to 1, 12, not to L 11, as
incorrectly pnnted.

1. rrov] frrova C, and so apparently S. £b. wpoorjveyxev]
&mjveyxe C, and so apparently S.

P 145 L 13 pepaprupypévos] Sedoxypaonévors C; and converse]y
pepaprupnuéve for Sedokipaouéve in L 14. S agrees with A.

P- 145 L 14 wap’ avdrois] S; wap’ avrdv C.

P- 145 L 15 mepiBarjrov] C; om. S,

P- 145 L. 16 aloxpd, dyamyrol] C; om. S.

p 145 L 17 Xpworg] C; add. “Inood S. . dywyis] S;
aydmys C.

p- 145 1. 18 xal] C; om. S, translating BeBaordryy, asif BeBardryra.

p- 146 L 4 7jpdv] S; dpdv C.

P 146 L 5 davrots 8] éavrols v C; ef vobis ipsis S.

XLVIIL
P 146 L 9 Mews yevdpevos] yerdpevos Mews C,
2. juiv] S; vpiv C. #b. éxi mjv nm\] S tranmslates loosely

restituat nos ad priorem illam modestiam nostram amoris fratermitatis
¢ ad puram illam conversationem, but this probably does not represent
a various reading.

p- 147 L 10 9pév] S ; vpov C.

P- 147 L 11 9pds] S; vpds C. . dvegyvia els {wjv] eis
¢y dvegyvia CS. .

P 147 L 12 adry] éorw ¥y C, and so apparently S.

7b. dvolfare] C; aperi S. :

P. 147 1. 13 &opodoyjowpar] &omodoyieouas € ; S has a...&opalor
yjowpes with Clem. Alex. See above, p. 245. :

p- 147 L 16 %] C; but apparently om. S.

P- 148 L 1 %rw...dyvds] This passage is read in C in the same way
asin A. S has sit komo (quispiam) fidelis, sit validus, scientiam possideat
(possidebit), laboret (laborabit) sapiens in interprelatione verborum, sit purus
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in operibus. This represents substantially the same Greek with AC, except
‘that (as Mr Bensly has pointed out to me) 7jro Sivaros yvéow éfendy,
7re gddos x.7.A. must have been corrupted into 7re Sivaros, yvdow e,
wovelrw oodos. Notwithstanding this combination of authorities, I am
disposed to think still that Clem. Alex. has preserved the original
reading, for & &yots is much better adapted to yopyés than to ayvds.

P- 1481 2 ydp] S; om. C. #b. opeirer] I bave omitted to
record that A has ogiler

p. 148 1. 3 pd\lor] connected with Soxei in S. ib. 16 KowPerss]
See Apost. Const. vi. 12 av{ajrodvres mpos 70 Kowwpelés, '

XLIX.

P. 148 L. 5 momodrw] So it is read in CS. Thereis a various reading
wobpev, Tpdpev (both well supported), in 1 Joh. v. 2.

P- 149 1. 8 dpreros] S; om. C. At least so Bryennios gives the
reading of C in his note ; but, inasmuch as he puts dpkeros in his text, it
is not easy to see where else he got it from, since he supposes that A
read dpxel ws e

P. 149 L g éorw. dydmy] &orw 4 dydmy C. The whole of the pre-
ceding passage is disturbed in CS by false punctuation. ‘

P. 149 L 10 mAfjflos] C; but S translates 8w ¢ murum’.

P- 150 L. 4 00ty ebdpeordv oty 7§ Ocg] C; Deoplacere nemo potest
S; ie,as Mr Bensly suggests, ovdevi evapeoreiv éorv 7¢ Oed. Clem.
Alex. however reads with AC, except that he omits éorw. 2. oV
lorw xr.\] C; S translates non est sermo wllus sufficiens ut inveniatur,
thus reading &jymeis 7is and making ixavds feminine.

P. 150 L. 5 9jpds] S; vpds C.

P. 150 L. 6 &Boxev] dédwxer C.

p- 150 L 7 dmép judv ‘Iyoods Xpioros] S; "Inpoods Xpiores vxep

Jpév C.
P- 150 L 9 7dv Yvxiv] S; s yuxis C.
L. | |
p. 151 L 11 % dydmy] dydmy C. . 2. adrijs] avreb C. S

translates gjusdem (ipsius) perfectionss. It seems to have had avris, and
to have made it agree with reAedtyros.

P- 151 1. 12 € ] C;. S apparently adds here & dydmy xai, but the
translation of the whole context is confused owing to a false punctua-
tion. o

P. 151 L 13 xarafidoy] S; xaradudéy C. #b. Sevpefa] My
reading was approved by Tisch. and adopted by Gebh. It is now

~
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confirmed by CS ; the former having 8espefa and the latter supplicemus.
4. olv] C; add. ayamyrol S. #b. alrdpeba) S ; alrodpeba C.

P. 151 L 14 avrod] C 70l Beoi S. #b. {opev] edpefipev CS.

#b. mpooxNioews| adharentia S ; wpooxhjoews C. On this itacism see
above, p. 439.

p. 151 L 15 mdoac] add. dwo *Addp CS, with Clem. Alex.

P. 151 L 16 7ijode jpépas] mis yuépas miode C; while Clem. Alex.
has rfjode 1ij)s fjpépas. The reading of S is indeterminable.

p. 151 L 17 xdpov e«oeBiv] Lebas and Waddington Asie Mineure
Inscr. 168 evoeBéwv xdpov défaro mdoe Plhov, Apost. Const. viii. 41
X9pos eoeBiv dvepéros r.r. A

p- 151 L 18 0%] S; oi 8¢ C. ‘ b, Ppavepol éoovrar] pavepwlif-
govrar CS, with Clem. Alex,

P- 151 L. 19 700 Xpuorod] 7ol @eod CS. I have looked again at A,
and still think it impossible to decide whether the reading is 8y or ¥y,
£, elzeMfe] eicéMfere CS. #b. rapeia] rapeeia C. I have omitted
to record in its proper place the reading of A, rapa.

P- 152 1. 1 Bupés] o Gupss C.

P 152 L. 3 paxdpio] The critical note giving the v. 1. of A paxaxapioe
should be transferred to the later paxdpioc 1. 6. Hilgenfeld erroneously
states the v. L. there to be papaxapiot, pp. xviii, 56. th. éopev]
9pev CS, which should probably be adopted.

p- 152 L. 5 9jpiv] S; vuiv C.

P. 152 1. 7 o¥] $ CS. There is the same v. 1. in the Lxx.

P- 152 L 10 70 @eoi] @eoi C.

LI

P. 153 L 12 mapéBnper] mapewécaper rai émouvjoaper CS. The last
word indeed, as now read in the Ms of S, is t“.‘-‘* transgressi sumus;
but the diacritic point has been altered and it was originally KET T
JSecimus.

But what was the reading of A? The editors have hitherto given
mapéfnuev ; but the older collators Young and Wotton professed only to.
see wape...pev, and after C was discovered, Gebhardt (ed. 2), observing
that nothing was said either by Tischendorf or by myself ‘de litera B
adhuc conspicua’, suggested that the reading of A was not mapéByuev but.
maperésapev and that the following words xal éroujoapev were omitted
owing to homceoteleuton, for there certainly is not room for them. I
believe he is right. Having my attention thus directed to the matter, I
looked at the Ms again. I could not discern a B but saw traces of a’
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square letter which looked like m followed by a cutved letter which
might be e. Not satisfied with my own inspection, I wrote afterwards
to Mr E. M. Thompson of the British Museum to obtain his opinion.
He read the letters independently exactly as I had done, and says
confidently that the reading was waperéraner. This reading is favoured
by the words which follow xa\ov ydp avbpdry &opodoyeichar wept rov
maparropdrwy, as also by the loose paraphrase of the younger Cle-
ment Strom. iv. 18 (p. 614) ijv 8 xul wepiwéop dxwv TowdTy TWL et
ordoer 8ud Tds TapeuwriTes Tob dvrikeudvov, where mepuréoy seems to
have been suggested by the association of sounds.

b, Twos Tév Tob dvriceynévov] So also CS. My misgivings therefore.
as to the reading of A were not justified. Yet notwithstanding the
agreement of our authorities I can hardly think the text correct. Geb-
hardt (ed. 1) read meipaopdv for Twos riv, an emendation of Davis; but
afterwards (ed. z) he abandoned it for the reading of the mss. '

P. 153 L 13 tovyyvepwt] dpedijvar juiv CS. Among other sugges-
tions I had proposed dpefijvar in my notes; comp. § 50 els 76 dpefijvar
Npiv.. yéypomrar ydp® Maxdpior dv dpédypoav x.r.A. It is entirely after
Clement’s manner to take up the key word of a quotation and dwell
upon it; see the instances collected above, p. 438. There can be no
doubt therefore that Tischendorf misread A. Nevertheless he reiterated
the statement to which I took exception and said ¢ Emendatione veteris
scripture vix opus est [cyr]rNoM[HN]: literarum rNwM pars superior in
codice superest, quapropter de vera lectione vix dubito. Dubitat vero
Lightf. et dicit etc.” He took no notice of my grammatical objection
to this construction of dfwidv. I might have added a further lexical
objection ; for neither in the Lxx nor in the N.T. nor in the Apostolic
Fathers are ovyywdorew, ovyyvopn, ever said of God. The fact is that
the Ms is eaten into holes here and nothing can be rezd. The letters
can only be conjectured from the indentations left. Mr E. M. Thompson,
whom I consulted here again and whose practised eye I should trust
much more than my own, gives it as his opinion that CYFINwMHN
would not fit into these indentations but that apedHNaIHM[IN] might.

P- 153 L. 14 Tijs ordosws] ordoens C.

p. 153 1. 15 7is &\xldos] C; spei nostre S; but it perhaps does not
represent a different Greek text.

p- 153 L 16 ¢oBov] C; add. Dei S.

p- 153 L. 17 0éovow] C; cogunt (coarctant) S. ib. Tods -
olov] C: tois wAqoiov S, which also omits 8¢ éavrdv, thus throwing
the syntax of the sentence into confusion.

™
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p. 153 1. 22 oracwafdvrev] oraciacdrrev C. ib. Gepdrovra] S ;
avfpwrov C. Moses is called dvfpwmos toi ®eob, Deut. xxxiii. 1, Josh.
xiv. 6, 1 Chron. xxiii. 14, 2 Chron. xxx. 16, Ezra iii. 2. Familiarity
with the phrase (which is especially prominent in Deut. xxxiii. 1 where
it prefaces the Song of Moses) would lead to its introduction here.
Elsewhere (§ 53) C alters the designation Gepdrwy roi @eod in another
way. On the other hand fepdmwv Tob ®cob is itself a common desig-
nation of Moses (see the note on § 4, p. 44 sq.); and might well have
been substituted for the other expression here. But the combination
AS, as against C, must be considered decisive as to the reading.

P 154 L 1 xaréByoar x.T.\] Apost. Const. ii. 27 Aabdv xal *ABepwv
{avres xaﬂﬁmv els ¢dov, kai pafdos PBlacrjoacae x.r.A. (comp. § 43).
See also . vi. 3.

p-154L 2 xaréru-v] woypavel CS. This reading could not have been
foreseen. Clement is quotmg from Ps. xlviii (xlix). 14 ds wpdfara &
@8y evro, Odvaros motpavel avrovs.

P. 154 L. 4 Alydwrov] S; avrot C. Perhaps the archetype of C was
partially erased here and ran a..v. Tov.

P. 154 L 7 avrdy] after kapdias C.

P. 154 L 8 yjj Alyvmrov] Alyvarre CS.

" P. 154 1. 9 Muicéns] Muoéus C.

LIIL -

p- 154 1. 11 098&] om. CS. ib. 70] rob C. The 008 has
obviously been omitted by carelessness before ovderds, and this has
necessitated the further change of 70 into 707 ; see above, p. 245.

p- 154 L 12 aﬁr@] C; add. p.ovov S.

p. 155 L 14 sq. xepa-m .eppavbirecar] S; om. C.

P- 155 1. 16—18 kail émikdAeaat...dofdoes ;Le] S; om. C.
p- 155 L. 17 oov] om. S.

LIIL

p- 155 L 19 yap] C; add. ddehgpoi S, omitting dyamyrol L 20; see
above, p. 399. . xal] S; om. C.

P- 155 L 21 es] mpds C ; ois mpds (or s €ls) S.

#b. déxeafe] ypigopev CS. Dr Wright confirms my statement, as
against Tisch., that a final 1 is visible in A. It is doubtless the last
stroke of the N in rpadomen.

P 155 L. 22 dvafBaivovros] dvaBdvros C. But the reading in A must
certainly have been avaBaivovros. S has a past tense, but on such a
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point its authority cannot be urged. As usual, C alters the tenses,
where they do not seem appropriate : see above, p. 228.

p- 155 L. 23 Tegaepdxovra] Tesaapdkovra C, in both places.

p. 156 1. 1 Muicij, Mwio?}] Mwej, Mwo} C; om. S.

P. 156 L 2 & yijs Alyvmrov] C; & Alydmrov S with the Hebrew.-

p- 156 L. 3 &molnoav] C; kai érozno’av S. The xai appears in B of
the Lxx. 2b. xwvevpafa] C; xuwcup,a (owing to the absence of
ribwd) S. In the LxX A has xwvevrd, and B xdvevpa.

p. 156 L 6 Aads] éore CS; as in Clem. Alex. Strom. iv. 19 (p 617),
where Potter writes ¢ Clementis Romani editor lacunam inter 3ov et
axAnporpdymlos supplevit voce Aads ex recensione tév ¢ [The rLxx is
Bov Aads agxAnporpdxnAds éorw]. Erat autem Romanus ex Alexandrino
potius supplendus: qui, ut superius, ita proculdubio hic etiam Ro-
manum secutus est’. His warning was overlooked by later editors
of the Romaa Clement. #b. éaogov] C; xai &aaov S. In the Lxx
A has simply &agov and B xai viv &acor.

. Hohefpedoar] éfodobpedgar C; Efolefpeicw (or -Aofpeicw) appa-
rently S.

p- 157 1. 9 ewev 3¢] xal elme CS. #. Mwioijs] If the
silence of Bryennios may be trusted, C here adopts this spelling of the
name, contrary to its usual practice.

p. 157 L 10 v dpapriov] C ; peccatum koc S.

p. 157 L 11 & peydhns] S; peyddys (om. &) C. According to the
rule of the grammarians the interjections should have been accentuated
&...8, not &...8; see Chandler Greek Accentuation § 9o4, p. 246 sq.
The editors here vary.

p. 157 1. 12 Bepdrwv] S ; Seomoms C, i.e. ‘as a master’, but this does
not represent the fact and cannot be right. The reading of C is
adopted by Bryennios, but rejected by Gebhardt and Hilgenfeld.

LIV.

p- 157 L 15 Suiv] S; ypuiv C.

P. 157 L 16 wemAnpopopnuéros] So read also in C; S has plenus
{empletus). 5. €l 8" éue xm.X.] Mr Bensly has pointed
out to me that there are several echoes of this passage in John of
Ephesus (iv. 13, 48, 60). Perhaps they were got from some such
swopvnuariopol as Epiphanius used (see above, p. 157), rather. than
directly from Clement himself.

p. 158 1. 1 éxwpd] C; é-ym éxwpd (apparently) S.

p-1 581 8 molureiav Tod ®eov] 700 @cod woMreiav C. Comp. Mart,
Polye. 17 mjv dvemidyrrov avrod molurelav., )
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Lv.

p. 158 1. 9 vrodelypara] S (ribui however being omitted); vmouvy-
para C. It might almost seem as though Origen had this reading,
for in the passage quoted in my note (& Joann. vi. § 36) he speaks
of Clement as odk dAdyws moredoas rals loroplacs. tb. &véy-
xopev] C; add. vobis S.

p- 158 1. 10 mwoMAot...xaepobd]| C; multi reges ef magnates ¢ principibus
populorum, qui quum lempus afffictionis vel famis alicujus instaret
populo S. This is unusually paraphrastic, but perhaps does not repre-
sent a various reading. There is however a confusion of Aoyds and

P- 159 L 18 Avrpdoorrai] So also C.

P. 159 L 16 wapédwkav] S (apparently); éédwxav C.

p- 160 L 1 7ijs wohews] C; wurbe sua S.

P. 160 L 4 & dydmyy...Naod] C; propter amorem civitatis patrum
suorum e propter populum S.

p. 160 L 5 ovyxhewpd] It is to this ovyhewwpd and not to the
previous occurrence of the word in 1. r that my critical note should
refer.

p. 1601 6 m-row] yrrov CS.

p. 160 1. 7 70 Swdexdgvrov] C; tribum S.

p. 161 L 9 7ijs Tamewioens] rarewsicews C.

P. 161 L 10 déowdrv] om. C, obviously by homoeoteleuton. S has
spectatorem universi et dominum seculorum Deum, as if the order had
been Seomdryy 1év aldvuy Oedv.

p- 161 L 11 épioaro] ¢ppioaro C. #b. v xdpwv ixwdiveveer] C ;
ex iis propler que erat in periculo S, probably only a mistranslation.

LVL
p. 161 1, 16 otrws] otre C.
p. 1611, 17 ﬁrp&g...&y:fm:g] C; sive in Deum stve in sanclos S, as if

it had read 4...% for 7...xal #b. Tov] om. C.
p. 162 L. 4 ovrws] ovrw C. :
p. 162 1. 8 dikasos] S; Kuptos C. th. &eos] eov (i.e.

Qawov) C; and so also S. This is doubtless the original reading in
the Lxx, but may have been a scribe’s correction in the text of Clement.

p- 162 L 9 dpaprwldv] duaprered C; and so S, but the smgnlar here
depends on the absence of ribui.

p- 162 1, 10 8] &v v C, There is nothing to represent & in S.

p. 162 L 11 dwavaivev] C: rejiciat (or reficiamus) S.

p. 163 L 14 ovx dyerar] ov pyj dymraw C; mon attrectabit S, Both

CLEM. 29
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readings are found in different Mss of the Lxx. . & Mp] C;
add. & S. , ,

p. 163 L 18 ob ki) poBndis] od uy dofnbroy C. Both these readings
again appear in different Mss of the Lxx. . yap] C; & S.

p. 163 L 19 dpppedoa] C: dpppada S.  ib. 4 8 Slara...dudpmy) C;
om. S.

p. 163 L 30 oov] om. C.

p. 163 1. 21 wapSdravor] waufSriravor C.

p. 163 L. 22 daioy] Aeoea C. ,

p. 163 L 24 auvkopwbeica] ovyxomcbeéioa C. 5. on]
wdoos CS.

p. 164 L 1 xal ydp...vovBernbijvas] wamjp ydp dyafos dv madede eis 70
enfijvar CS (the transposition in S, by which & s doias waideias
avrod is placed before els 16 e\epfijvac uds so as to connect it with
radeder Beds, does not probably represent a different reading). Thus
Tischendorf is justified in his remark on the common restoration vovfe-
mfijvac; ¢id vix recte, quum syllabae non ita dirimi solent [i.e. vovBerjy-
6nvai].  Requiritur potius simile verbum ac stolpfyrar’.

LVIL o

p. 164 L § rd yovara rfis xapdias] So Sir C. Hatton to Q. Elizabeth
(Froude x1. p. 166) ‘I can use no other means of thankfulness than by
bowing the knees of my own heart with all humility’ etc.

P. 164 L. 7 d\dfova] C; dAaloveiay S. #. yAdaons] yherrys C.

p. 165 L. 9 éoylpovs] add. Juds C. S is doubtful.

p. 165 1, 11 B3ad] C; add. ydp S.

p. 165 L. 12 88dfw] S; Siddfar C.

Pp. 165 L 13 vayrodoare] C; vmyxovere S.

p- 165 1. 14 duds] 7ds éuds C.

p. 165 L. 16 yvixa] C; si (§v) S.

Pp. 165 L. 17 Ypuiv dhefpos] C; vpidv SAelpos S.

p- 166 L. 1 mapj] C; om. S.

P. 166 1. 2 OAyus] add. xai orevoxwpla C, a familiar combination in
S. Paul, Rom. ii. 9, viil. 35. S has affictio YO o angustia etenan)
gua a pralio aap jo; where affictio represents OAins and angustia
gue a pralio is probably a paraphrase of molwpxia. The possible alter-
native that angustia que a prelio represents orevoywpla xal wolwopia,
treated as a & dud dvoly, is not so likely, since the usual practice of S is
to expand. The space in A will not admit xal orevoxepla, and these
words are wanting also in the Lxx,
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p. 166 1. 4 {ymjoovow] C; Lyrotow (?) S.

p. 166 L 5 70%] om. C. 1b. mpoeihavro] Tischendorf accepts
my reading of A (for wpooci\avro); and it is confirmed by C which has
wpoellovro (see above p. 229), and by S which translates elegerunt.

p- 16719

(i) The critical grounds on which I gave a place to this quotation
of the Pseudo-Justin in the lacuna of the genuine epistle seemed quite
sufficient to justify its insertion there. Harnack indeed objected (ed. 1,
PP. 155, 177) that the use of ypapel, applied to prophets and apostles
alike, would be an anachronism in the genuine Clement. I did not
mean however that the Pseudo-Justin was giving the exact words of the
author quoted, but, as Harnack himself says (Zeitschr. f. Kirchengesch. 1.
p. 273), a free paraphrase. The objection therefore was not, I think,
valid. B

Still constructive criticism has failed here, and Harnack’s opinion
has proved correct. We have every reason to believe now that we
possess the genuine epistle complete, and the passage to which Pseudo-
Justin refers is not found there. When the edition of Bryennios
appeared, the solution became evident. The newly recovered ending
of the so-called Second Epistle presents references to the destruction of
the world by fire and to the punishment of the wicked (§ 16 &xerar 789
7 Mpépa Tijs kploews s kAiBavos xaidpeves k.T.X., § 17 Ty fpépav exelvyy
Aéyet 1ijs Kpioews drav ofovrar Tols év fpiv doefijoarras...dmus kohdlevrac
Sewals Bacdvois mupt doBéorw) which satisfy the allusion of the Pseudo-
Justin, as I pointed out in the Academy (May 20, 1876). Harnack
also (Zeitsckr. 1. ¢.) takes the same view. But there is no mention of
the Sibyl in these passages. How is this difficulty to be met? Harnack.
would treat the clause containing this mention as parenthetical in
accordance with a suggestion of Hilgenfeld (Nov. Zest. ext. Can. Rec. 1.
p. xviil, note 1), and would read accordingly ; e s wapovoys xaraord-
aews 70 Télos orivy) dud 70D mupos rplats Tév doeBiv (kadd pacw ol ypadal
mpodyTdv T€ Kal droaTdlay, & 8¢ kai Tis ZeBvAs), xafds Prow 6 paxd-
pros K\ijuns &v 1) mpes Kopwhliovs émoro)fj x.m.X. But to this solution it
appears to me that there are two grave objections. (1) The mode of
expression is rendered very awkward, by the suspension of the last
clause, when xafd and xafus are no longer coordinated. (2) As the
writer quotes not the exact words, but only the general sense, of the
supposed Clement, he must quote him not for his language, but for his
authority. But the form of the sentence so interpreted makes Clem-
ent’s authority paramount and subordinates the prophets and apostles
to it; ‘If Clement is right in saying that the world will be judged by

29—2
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fire as we are told in the writings of the ‘prophets and apostles’. This
sense seems to me to be intolerable ; and I must therefore fall back upon
a suggestion which is given in my notes (p. 166) that for xafuws we should
read xai xafuws. The omission of xai (which was frequently contracted
into a single letter %) before xafws would be an easy accident, and
probably not a few instances could be produced; comp. e.g. Rom.
iii. 8, 1 Joh. ii. 18, 2. The testimony of Clement then falls into its
proper place, as subordinate to the scriptures of the Old and New
Testament, and even to the writings of the Sibyl. For other instances
of the insertion or omission of xai before words beginning with xa in
our epistle see § 7 [xai] xarapdfupe, § 8 [xal] xdfapos, § 53 [xai] xadds;
comp. also Gal. iii. 29 [xai] xar’ émayyehiay, Ign. Epkes. 1 [xal] xard
wiorw. Hilgenfeld now offers another solution. He postulates a
lacuna in the Second Epistle § 1o (see below, p. 458 sq.), where he sup-
poses the language (including the mention of the Sibyl), to which the
Pseudo-Justin refers, to have occurred.

‘p- 1681 13

(ii) This quotation in Basil is found in the newly recovered portion
of the epistle: see above p. 284, with the remarks in the introduction
p. 271 sq. Gebhardt and Harnack (ed. 1, p. 155) did not venture to
insert it in this lacuna ‘cum multa spuria sub Clementis nomine a
patribus allegata esse constet’, though in a later place (p. 177) the
opinion was expressed ‘Nihil impedit quominus hoc fragm. e priore
Clementis epistula depromtum esse censeamus’.

The other quotations, which previous editors (including Hilgenfeld
ed. 1, p. 61) had assigned to the genuine epistle and which I have
assigned to other sources, are not in the newly recovered portion.

LXIV (LVIII).

p. 169 L 5 Aotwor] This conjecture was accepted by Gebhardt, and
is confirmed by CS. S however reads Aourdv 8¢

P. 169 L 7 pds] S; gpets C. _

P- 169 L 9 peyadompents rai dyww] C; sanctum et decens (in) magnitu-
dine et gloriosum S ; see above p. 239. ,

Pp- 169 L. 10 $ofov, epiy, dmoponir] C; xal Ppofor xai elprjymy xal
opdvotay kai dydmy xai bropowijy S. 5. paxpofupiav] xal
paxpobupiov CS, b, dyrparelay, dyvelav] C; kai éyxpareiay
xal dyvelav S. .

p- 169 L 11 xai cwppocivyy] S ; cudposiryy (om. xai) C.

p- 169 L 12 ovduard] C; add. sancto S.
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p- 170 L. 1 80fa] C; wdoa 33fa S, which omits the following words

xal peyalwatiy, kpdros, Tynyj, kol viv xal. . b. xai] om. C.
p. 170 L 2 1upsj] kai mepyj C. ib. wdvras] C; om. S.
LXV (LIX).

P 170 L 5 xal Ovd\epiov] Valerium (om. xai) or ef Alerium S; but
this is doubtless owing to the accidental omission of a y before PN
by a Syrian scribe. ib. Birova] C; om. S. ‘The punctuation
of both C and S is faulty here, in separating names which belong to the
same person.

In speaking of the rareness of the name Bifs, I ought to have

" restricted the remark to Latin sources, to which my attention - was
confined. As a Greek name, it is not uncommon, as Harnack has
pointed out. Indeed the familiar story of Cleobis and Bito would have
occurred to my mind, if I had thought of Greek writers, and prevented
the unguarded statement. Ifind the cognomen Bitus (?) with the same no-
men in an inscription at Bostra, Corp. Insc. Lat. 111, no. 104, D.M. L. VALE-
RIO. BITO. NATIONE. BESSVS, etc.

P. 170 L 5 oWv xai] C; otv (om. xai) S. #. doprovvdry)
Dovprowdrw C; thmaio S.
p- 170l 7 émurobijryy ] émmobyrov C. . elpiyy kal opd-

vowav] C ; opdvolay Kai elprryy S.

P- 171 L 8 drayyé\Awow] drayyeldwow C.

P- 171 L 12 xal 8 adrov] S; 8 atrod (om. xai) C.

#b. rpa)...d7wo 1dv alwvwy] C; om. S.  As the general tendency of S
is rather to add than to omit, the omissions in this neighbourhood (more
especially in the proper names) suggest that the translator’s copy of the
Greek was blurred or mutilated in this part. It must be observed how-
ever that the omissions of S, here and above § 64 (58), reduce the
doxology to Clement’s normal type; comp. e.g. §§ 32, 38, 43, 45, §°-

p- 171 L 13 €i5] S; xai eis C.

The Second Epistle.

p. 173 L 3 sq. On the possibility that the title to the Second
Epistle has been cut off see p. 307, note 2.

p. 179 1 13 sq. Hagemann’s opinion is not correctly stated here,
He supposes this so-called Second Epistle to be the letter alluded to in
Vis. ii. 4, and to have been attached to the Shepherd of Hermas: but
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he supposes also that both Hermas and Clement were names assumed
by the common writer of both documents for the purposes of his fiction.

P- 179 L 32 sq. The homiletic character of the document is now
proved beyond a doubt, see p. 303 sq.; but the points in Grabe’s
theory which are here controverted receive no countenance from. the
newly recovered ending of the document. See p. 305, note 1.

p- 185, mpoc kopin@ioyc B. For the title of this work in CS see
above pp. 225, 234.

I

p- 185 L. 1 note. For these Syriac extracts see Wright's Cafa/. of
Syr. MSS in the Brit. Mus. pp. 551, 916, 966, 974, 1004, I0I13.

p- 185 L 1 7uds] S; ipﬁs C.

p. 186 L. 2 uds] S; dpds C.

p- 186 L. 4 AafBeiv] drohaBetv C. The reading of S is uncertain, for
bap (the word used here) occurs elsewhere indifferently as a rendering
of both AauBdvew and drolapufSdvew, e.g. below § 8, 9, 11.

p- 186 L. 4 sq. us wepi] confirmed by CS, as might have been antici-
pated. A

" p. 186 L. 5 uuxpdv] C; add. dpaprdvovow, xai juets S.  The difficulty
of the article, ol axodovres, is not perhaps sufficient in itself to condemn
the text of AC (see § 19 7y dyavaxrdper ol doogor, which however is
not an exact parallel); but S comes to the rescue, showing that some
words have been omitted owing to the repetition of the same beginnings,
GpapTdvovoy, ARapTAvoLEY.

p. 187 L. 8 xapwov] C; add. offeremus il/i S. This however does not
perhaps imply any additional words in the Greek text.

p. 187 L 9 8¢ ydp S; om. C.

p- 188 1. 1 mwoiov odv] C; motov S. . Thus the reading of A, wotow, is
intermediate ; see above, p. 246.

p. 188 L 2 avrg ddowper] Sdoopev adrg C. This reading disposes of
the grammatical difficulty presented by a future conjunctive, Sdowuer ;
see Winer Gramm. § xiil. p. 89 (ed. Moulton). Of all such fature
conjunctives however 8dow is perhaps the best supported ; see #&. § xiv.
p. 95

p. 188 1. 2 mpoi] ceci S; wovmpoi C.

P. 188 1. 3 xal xpvoov] xpwodv (om. xai) CS.

p- 188 L 5 &\\o oddtv] oddtv d\o C; and so apparently S.

#b. dpavpwow] C; tantam obscuritatem S.
p. 188 1. 8 7} atrod Odﬁcm] 11} Oehtjoe atrob C; voluntate nostre S,

as if avrav.
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p. 188 L 9 wol\jv #wNdnw] C; Aunc omnem (=tantum=rooairyy)
errorem multum S,

P. 188 1. 10 undepiav x.7.X.] So also C; and this was evidently the
reading of S, though it translates by a finite verb, ¢f guod ne una quidem
spes salulis sit nobis.

p. 188 L 11 ydp] C; & S.

P- 189 L 12 é pxj] éx 7od pyj C.

.

II.
p- 189 L 13 eddppdvyr] C; add. ydp, Aéye, S. ib, pijgov] C;
xal fiéov S.

p. 189 L 17 7judv] C; om. S. ¢

p- 189 1. 18 7ds wpooevyds] C; 7d wpds rds wpocevxds (or rd mpos
«edxds, as suggested by Bensly) S. See above, p. 243.

P. 189 L 19 af @divovow] C; % wdivovoa S.

p. 189 1. 20 éyxaxduer] éxxaxduev C. '

P. 189 L 22 rob] om. C.

p- 190l 1 8¢] S; om. C.

p- 190 L. 5 o¥irus] ovrw C. #5. Xpurros] S; Kipos C.
IIL
p. 190 L 10 xal od mpockvvodper avrois] S; om. C. . d\\d] C;

S translates as if it had read &rara 8t o7¢; see above, p. 244.

p- 190 L. 11 7{5] C; =is 8¢ S.

p. 190 L 12 % =pos avrov] S; ris dAyfelas C: see above p. 229.
. 4] C; om. S. #. dpveiobar] add. avrov C. The testimony of
S cannot be alleged in such a case.

p- 190 L 13 &vimiov vdv avbpsmwv] C; om. S. The reading of S is
probably correct, the words having been inserted by scribes from a well-
known evangelical passage, Luke xii. 9. For a similar instance, where
S preserves the true reading, see Clem. Rom. 46 (p. 437 sq., above). Our
preacher is in the habit of dropping out words in his quotations, and
presenting them in skeleton.

p. 191 L 14 avrov] S; om. C.

p. 191 L. 15 pov] C; om. S, which adds etiam &go (xkdys). .0
paolios gudv] C; merces magna S, - #b. otv] om. CS.

p- 191 L 18 avrov mudv] C; debemus invocare (vocare) eum S, as if
opeloper avrov dmialeiofar (kakeiv).

p. 191 L 19 7is] om. C. #b. Suayolas] C ; Swwdpews S.
ib. 3¢} yep S; om. C.

p. 191 L 21 avrdv] S; avrod C. ib, dxearw] S; axéoryy C.
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IV. .

. 191 L 22 olv] S; om. C.

. 191 L 23 odoe] C; ovla S.

. 191 L. 25 opodoyduer] sporoyauper C:

. 191 L 26 dyamiv) C, add. rovs wAnaiov ws S: see above p: 244.

. 192 1. 3 rowvrocs‘] Tovrows Tois C; /Ais S.

. 192 L. 6 dpav] yudv CS.

. 192 . 7 Kdpos] C; "Inoots S. . & 1§ xd\ary pot] C; in
uno sinu S.

ol =BL Bl -BL AL - N -]

V.

P- 193 1. 11 wapoiciar] C; mapospiay S.

P- 193 L. 18 dwoxrévovras] dwoxrévorras C.

P. 194 1. 3 7vpos] C; om. S. _

P- 194 L. 6 Xpworod] C; Kuplou S. ib. éorw] C; om. (appa-
Tently) S.

p-194L 7 a'ya'iravo'ce] 7 avdravows C.

P- 194 L. 8 7l ... emrvxeiv] C; guid igitur est id quod facit ut aﬂmga-
#s S, The tra.nslator seems to have had movjoav for woujrarras in his
text, and to have wrested the grammar to make sense of it.

P. 194 L 11 ydp 7§] 7¢ ydp C. ib. Tadra] S; adrd C.

VI.

p- 194 L 13 Aéyer 8¢] C: Aéyee ydp xai S.

p- 195 L 14 édv) C; add. odv S. _

P- 195 L 16 7ov xdapov SAov] Tov xdopov (om. Shov) C; omnem hunc
mundum S, but the insertion of Aunc probably does mot imply any
different teading from A: see above p. 339.

p. 195 L 18 xal ¢fcpav]} C; om. S.

“P- 195 b 19 Tovrois] C; rois Towdrors S. See conversely below on
p- 196 1. 2.

p- 195 L 21 xpdobai] xpijobac C. For the form in a comp. ovyxpdo-
Oa: Ignat. Magn. 3, wapaxpicfas Apost. Const. vi. 10. 3b. vidpela)
oidpefa CS. S also adds 8¢ dde\dot.

p. 195 L 23 dyafd kei] dyafd rd C; om. S, Here probably the
reading of C is to be prefetred: for (1) It is more forcible in itself:
(2) Tt explains the omission in S. :

p. 195 L. 24 ydg] S; om. C.

P 195 L 25 avdwavow] C; add. gue zllzc S, as if it had read v
éxei, but this may be only a translator’s gloss. 6. pds] C; om. S.
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P- 1951 27 8¢ C; ydp S. é. &v 73] C; 7ob S..

P. 196 L 1 Née xrA] The same order of the names appears in
Apost. Const. ii. 14.

P- 196 L. 2 ol Towdro] C; ovror S: see conversely above on p. 195
L 19. #b. &xaro] C; om. S. #b. ob Svvavrai] after Sixato-
avvas in Cj but S has apparently the same order as A.

P- 196 L. 3 adrdr] éavrév C. This is also the reading of A, as it is

correctly given by Tischendorf. #b. pioacbas 7d Téare) 7d Téxva
pvoacfa C.

- P- 196 L. 4 adrdv] om. CS. #b. Burrwpa) C; add. guod
accepimus S.

P- 196 L 5 eloedevovpefa x.7.X.] The more usual meaning of Baci-
Aewr would have a parallel in S. Anselm Cur Deus homo ii. 16 ‘Ut
nullus palatium ejus ingrediatur.’

VIL

p- 197 L 2 olvjom. CS. . #. pov] om. C. As S always adds
the ‘possessive pronoun where the vocative ddeAgo{ stands alone in the
Greek, its testimony is of no value here : see above p. 321.

p- 197 L 10 karawhéovow] C; certant (= aywvifovrar) S, but it pro-
bably does not represent a different reading in the Greek. Lower down
S translates xarawAevowpev descendamus in certamen.

P 197 L 11 € pn] C; add. sofum S.

Oéwper] So S distinctly, curramus, while C follows A in the eorrupt
reading @dpev. Gebhardt, having read féwpev in first edition, has re-
turned to fdpev in his second, being apparently persuaded by Bryennios.
But the argument of Bryennios appears to me to be based on a mis-
conception. He urges that we cannot read féwpev on account of
the werds immediately following, xai woA)ol eis airdv xarawAeiowper, and
he argues o 8¢ dpri dywn{dpevos xpeiav odx Exe els Tov dydva xareNdeiv, as
if the reading @éwpev involved a hysteron-proteron. But in fact this clause
introduces an entirely new proposition, of which the stress lies on xoA\o(;
‘let us not oenly take part in this race (féwpnev v 9ddv), but let us go
there in great numbers and contend (moMhol karamAelowper kal dywviod-
pefa)’” On the other hand it has not been shown that @¢ivas v 8oy or
7ov dydva can be said of the combatants themselves. Bryennios indeed
explains it Oduev éavrois 3} mpobuipeba, but this explanation stands self-

condemned by the necessity of using either the reflexive pronoun
(éavrois) or the middle voice (mpofupefa) to bring out the sense. The
construction which we have here occurs from time to time with féew,
but is more common with rpéxew, because the verb itself is more com-
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mon; e.g. Heb. xii. 1 rpéxuper ov wpoxeipevor 7juiv aydva (see Bleek’s
note). Polybius (L 87. 1, xviii. 35. 6) has the proverb zpéyew mv
éoxdry.

p- 198 1. 2 xai dywnoépeda] C; dywroapeda (om. xai) S.

p- 198 L 3 wdv dyyds x.r. ] See Joseph. B. I i. 21. 8 d6Aa pépora
wpobeis &v ols ol povov ol vixbrres AN xal ol per’ abrovs xal ol rpiros 108
Bag\uxod whovrov perdhduBavov. Comp. Apost. Const. ii. 14.

p- 198 L 4 «3éva] add. 8i CS. #b. ¢] transposed so as to
stand before dywv{dpevos in C.

p. 198 L 6 paoriywleis] See Schweighauser's note on Epictet. Diss.
iil. 15. 4 (p. 689).

P 198 L. 7 PpBeipas] Ppfelpwv C; so apparently S.

p- 198 1. 8 wabeiras] weiveras C.

p- 199 L 1 70 wip alrdv] S; 70 wip (om. adrdv) C.

VIIL

p- 199 L 13 woijj] woujoy C, but the present tense is wanted here.
ib. xal] omitted by CS here and placed before Siaorpady, thus altering
the sense. There can be no doubt that the more graphic reading of A
is correct. 'The very point of the comparison is that the breakage
happens én the making (woifi), happens under the hands of the potter (&
rals xepoiv avrov duaorpasd), and not afterwards, as wonjoy...7als xepoiy

gvrod Kal Swaorpadf) would imply. . &) om. C; S is doubtful
p. 199 1. 14 4] S; om. C.
p. 199 L 15 drawdooe] draridoa C. ib. voi wvpos] C;

om. S, but see the next note.
p. 199 L. 16 Bakev] C; add. ¢f omburat id et pereat (perdatur) S. 1t
is not probable however that any corresponding words stood in the

Greek text. ib. Bonthjoe] Bonbei CS. ib. ovrws) otre C.

p. 200 1. 2 &] C; sf quid S. #b. 1ijs] om. C.

p. 200 L. 3 &ss] dum S; &s & C. ib. &xopev xaipov) xawpoy
éxopev C.

p- 200 L 4 peravoias] S ; om. C. ib. r0d xdopov] C;
Tijs gapros S.

P. 200 L § opodopnfoacar] C; add. super pecatis S.

p. 200 L. 6 woujoarres] C; add. odv S.

P- 200 L. 7 adpxa] C; add. quiv S.

p. 201 L 14 alwnov] C; om. S, which is probably correct; comp.
§ 14 TooudTyy Swarws 9] odpé ary peradafBey {wny kT, § 17 ovpypévos
dpev &xl mjv lofv. The epithet may have been inserted from the
expression just above, Aqydpefa {anjv aldvov. Similarly in John xx. 31
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aldvoy is added after {wjv by ® CD etc,, and in 1 Tim. vi. 19 =js
alwviov {wis (from ver. 12) is substituted for the less usual =ijs dvrws
Lwijs by several authorities, In Luke x. 25 Marcion read {wjv with-
out aidwov (see Tertull. . Marc. iv. 25), and so one Latin copy.

#b. dwolaPuwper] drordByre CS. The licence in the change of persons
(m™pijoare, dmoddBupev) has offended the transcribers here, though oc-
casionally indulged in even by the best writers in all languages, e. g.
Jeremy Taylor Works vi. p. 364 ‘If they were all zealous for the
doctrines of righteousness, and impatient of sin, in yourselves and in
the people, it is not to be imagined what a happy nation we should be.’
See also e.g. Rom. vii. 4 éavarulyre, xapmopopriowper, vill, 15 éAdSere,
xpd{opev, and frequently in S. Paul.

IX.

p- 201 L 15 7is] C; S translates, as if it had read ppdels.

o avr 1 oap¢] Comp. Pseudo-Ign. Zars. 2 &repor 8¢ [Aéyovow] ore
7 adpé adry odx dyelperas, kai Sel dwolavoriov Biov {ijv xai periévar.  See
also Orig. ¢. Cels. v. 22.

p. 201 1. 16 008¢] oire C.

p. 202 1. 3 xal & 7 gapki...0 odoas| & in carne venit Christus
Dominus (noster), unus existens, i&s qui salvavit S. This may be ex-
plained by the obliteration of some letters, so that é\ejresfe was read
€\...0¢, and translated as if JAGe.

p. 202 L 4 €] s CS. The corruption therefore was very early.

p. 202 1. 5 wvelpa] S; Adyos C. See above p. 227 for the motive of
this change. #b. éyévero] C; add. 8t S. . odpf]
C; incarne S.

" p. 202 L. 6 ixdheawr] C ; add. existens in carne (dw & T oapxi) S, but
this may be only a gloss of o¥rws and probably does not represent any
additional words in the Greek text. tb. ovrus] S; ral ovre
C. The. transcriber has felt that with the reading els some connecting
patticle was needed, and has supplied it.

p- 202 1. 7 olv] S; om. C. .

P. 203 L. 10 7@ fepameiorr] C; add. nmos S.

P. 203 L. 13 7d & xapdiy] 1d éyxdpdia C ; ez que in corde nostrum S.

p. 203 L 13 aldviov] om. CS. Comp. Apost. Const. iii. 1 Tov aldviov
€ETALYOV. .

"p. 203 L. 14 7pds] C; kol ojpds S.

X. .
P. 204 1. 1 d3eAdhol pov] dSeAgpoi (om. pov) C; ddeAdal kai ddeddal
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[#ov] S. On the uncertainty respecting the pronoun in S in such cases
see above, p. 321.

p- 204 L 4 wpoodoimopv] C; proditorem (as if wpoddryv) S. This
rendering again may be due to the obliteration of some letters in the
word. #b. dpapridv] dpaprypdrev C.

P- 204 L 7 ydp] S; 8 C. #b. vk doTw epetv avBpumov] So
too C; and this must also have been the reading of S, which translates
“Non est homini (cuiguam) invenire homines illos qui faciant timorem hu-
manum, as if the construction were ovx doriv dvfpwrov edpeiv (éxelvovs) oitwes
kX But for the Syriac wX2ASN ‘gui faciunt, ought we not to read
tsi:l'asa ‘qui transeunt) thus more closely representing wapdyovot,
which however it mistranslates ? Lipsius (Academy July 9, 1870 : comp.
Jen. Lit, 13 Jan. 1877) would read oix &orw elmpvy dvbpumos oirwes
xr.A On the theory of Hilgenfeld, who postulates a grea.t lacuna in
the Ms at this point, see below p. 458.

p- 204 1. 8 #poypypévo] mpoarpodpeba C. S translates, as if it had
read mpoaspodpevor, which was also conjectured by Bryenmos;

p- 204 L 9 dwdhavow] S ; dvdravow C.

P- 205 L 11 dwdravors) S avdravos C.

" p. 205 L. 13 dvexrov v] C; S translates erat iis fortasse respiratio, but
this probably does not represent any different Greek.

P. 205 L. 14 Swojv k7. N] Apost. Const. v. 6 xal érépos alrior drw-
Aelas yamadueba. xai durhorépay vroloopey Tiv Tiow.

X1

P. 205 L 17 sq. SovAeowper dud o py moreiar x.1.\.] SovAevoupuer
&a 70 1 mwredew k.T.\. C ; moredowper, dud 70 dciv moredew k.7 M. S,

P 205 L 19 Talaimwpor] C; vere (dAnfds or dvrws) miseri S.

P. 206 L. 2 wdvra] wdAa: CS. 2. fjxovoapev] jxodopner CS.

p. 2061 3 xai] C; om. S. . &) C; dmo S. |

pP. 2961 6 pv] C; om. S. . #5. Pullopoet] PpvAhoppost C

P. 206 L. 7 perd 7aira] S; era C. b, oradwly] S;
BAaoros C. 2b. otrws] ovrw C. ' : :

P- 206 L. 8 6 Aads pov] C; add. mpdrov S. :

P. 206 L. 10 dAAa] AN’ C. : i, va] C; om. S; see
above, p. 334.

p- 207 L 15 ols ovk fjkovoer ovde opfaucs eldev]) C; oculus mon vidit
et auris non audivit (transposing the clauses) S.  This latter is the order
in 1 Cor. iil. 9, and in Clem. Rom. 34.

" P 207 1. 16 €ldev] I have omitted to record that A reads der.
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XII

p. 207 L. 18 érady] énei C.

p- 207 L 19 708 @eod] C; avrob S. - - b, Emepwrnbeis)
épwrleis C.

p. 207 L. 20 ¥wd 1wos] C; add. rév dmoorddwv S. The addition is
unfortunate, for the questioner was Salome; see the note p. zo7.
b. 5j¢e] C; venit (a present) S.

p. 208 1. 1 5q. 70 ¥w os 70 &ow] 8 ; Td éw &s Td fow C,

p- 208 1. 3 &vo ¢] 8¢ &vo C.

p. 208 1. 4 éavrois] C; nobis S, which represents &avrois.

#b. dvai] 8o C.

p. 209 L. 5 70 &w ds 16 &ow] C; 70 eo‘mwsfoi‘fws.

P. 209 1. 6 76 éow, 70 8¢ Ew] S ; 10 &w 70 & v C.

P. 209 1 7 olres] otrw C.

P. 209 1. 8 8jAos] dAn C.

P. 209 1. 9 fyhelas] I have omitted to record the reading of A,
Op\las. '

p- 210, note. The, conjecture in this note as to the probable in-
terpretation which our author put on the words 7o dpoev x.7.\. is not
confirmed by the newly recovered ending : see above p. 315.

p. 211, wote. Harnack (p. 176, ed. 1) took exception to this
calculation of the length of the lest portion, urging rightly that in the
Stichometyia of Nicephorus the verses cannot have been of the same
length in the different books. He considered that the Epistle of
Barnabas would afford a safer standard of comparison; and arguing
on this basis (since 1360 verses are assigned to that epistle) he arrived
at the result that the lost portion of the Second Clementine Epistle
must have occupied ‘unum folium nec quidem completum.’ His
estimate is now found to be somewhat under the truth, as mine was
considerably above it. The lost portion would have taken up about a
leaf and a half in the Alexandrian Ms.

In the colophon at the end of the Second Epistle in C we have
the enumeration orixoi x* pyrd k€. Since Nicephorus gives the number
of oriyo. in the two Clementine Epistles as ,8x/, Bryennios supposes:
that ¥’ here is an error for 8, the B having dropped out. Hilgenfeld
however points to the fact that the gyrd, or scriptural quotations, are
given as 25 in number, and that this must refer to the Second Epistle
alone. The quotations in the Second Epistle, when counted up,
amount to 25 (one or two more or less, for in a few cases it is difficult
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to say whether the quotations would be reckoned separately or not);
but this number is impossible for the two epistles combined. It
follows therefore that the enumeration of 6oo verses must refer to the
Second Epistle alone.

I may add that this accords with the reckoning in Nicephorus.
If we subtract the 6oo verses from the 2600 which Nicephorus gives
for the two Epistles, 2000 verses are left for the First. Thus the pro-
portion of the First Epistle to the Second will be approximately as
2000 : 600, OF as 10 : 3; and this is the case, as may be seen from the
relative spaces occupied by the two epistles in my translation, where
they take up 34} pages and 10} pages respectively, these numbers
being almost exactly in the ratio of 10: 3.

This statement therefore in the colophon to C seems to have been
taken from some earlier copy which had an enumeration identical with
that of Nicephorus. In the actual text of C however the distribution
of verses is quite different. Here, as Bryennios states (p. 142z), the
number reckoned up is 1120, consisting of 853 for- the First Epistle
and 267 for the Second.

Of the fragments (i) (ii), which are here assigned to the Second Epistle,
the first (p. 210), occurring in the Rochefoucauld Extracts which bear the
name of John of Damascus, is found in § 20 (see above p. 340), though
it proves not to have been quoted very exactly by the Pseudo-Damascene.
The second however, though quoted in the same work explicitly as
10b aylov K\jperros émiwoximov ‘Pduns & mis  mpos Kopwbiovs ém-
oro)ijs, has no place in the newly recovered endmg What account
can we give of this fact?

Hilgenfeld (ed. 2, pp. xlviii, 77) supposes that there is still a great
lacuna in this work in § 10 ovx &orw epelv dvfpwmov | olrwves rapdyovow
¢df3ovs dvfpwmworis kv A, In this lacuna he finds a place not only for
this quotation in the so-called John of Damascus, but also for the
reference to the Sibyl in Pseudo-Justin which I have discussed already
(Pp. 308, 447,%q.). This solution however seems highly improbable for
the following reasons.

(1) Though there is good reason for assuming that the existing text
is faulty at this point in § 10 (see pp. 204, 247), the external facts are
altogether adverse to the supposition that a great lacuna exists here,
such for instance as would be produced by the disappearance of one
or more leaves in an archetypal mMs. Such an archetypal Ms must
have been of very ancient date, for all our three extant authorities
(see above p. 247) have the same text here. It is not indeed impos-.
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sible that this archetypal mMs should have been defective, seeing that
the common progenitor of ACS certainly had minor corruptions.
But though possible in itself, this supposition is hardly consistent with
other facts. It is highly improbable that a long passage which had
disappeared thus early, should have been preserved in any Ms acces-
sible to the Pseudo-Damascene, or even to the Pseudo-Justin. More-
over the enumeration of verses in the Stickometria of Nicephorus, as
will appear from the calculation just given (p. 458), seems to have
been made when the epistle was of its present size, and is not adapted
to a more lengthy document.

(2) Again; though the two fragments which Hilgenfeld would
assign to this lacuna are not incongruous in subject, yet the sentiments
in the extant context on either side of the supposed lacuna are
singularly appropriate to one another, and in this juxtaposition seem to
have been suggested by the language of Ps. xxxiv. 9 sq. quoted in my
note. :

(3) I seem to see now that the style of the fragment quoted by
the Pseudo-Damascene betrays a different hand from our author’s.
Its vocabulary is more philosophical (xafédov, 7d ¢ebxra, vrdfeois xal
UAy, rd dowaord, kar ebxyv), and altogether it shows more literary skill.

We must suppose therefore, that the Pseudo-Damascene got his
quotations from some earlier collection of extracts, e.g. the Res Sacre
of Leontius and John (for the titles of the subjects in their works were
much the same as his, and they had the particular title under which
these words are quoted, wepl T@v wpookaipwv xal alwviwy, in common
with him; see Mai Seript. Vet. Nov. Coll. vi1. p. 8o: moreover the
true John of Damascus appears to have owed some of his extracts
to this same source; see above p. 426), and that in transferring these
extracts to his own volume he has displaced the reference to Clement;
which belonged to some other extract in the neighbourhood.

Fragments.

"p. 213 L 14. See above, p. 425 sq. This first fragment is not found
in the newly recovered ending of the Second Epistle. For the manner
in which it is quoted by Leontius and John, see above p. 426. It
will there be seen that the heading is not, as. Mai (Soript. Vet. Novw.
Coll. vi1. p. 84) gives it, 700 dylov Khjperros ‘Pupys éx mis § émorodis,
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but rob avrod &k mis O dmorolds. It is true that this follows im-
mediately after a quotation from the genuine epistle headed ¢ Of Saint
Clement of Rome from the Epistle to the Corinthians.’ But this
indirectness makes all the difference in the value of the attribution.
These extracts for instance may have been taken from an earlier
collection containing an intermediate passage from some other author,
to whom, and not to Clement, ol avrod refers. It is probably therefore
in some collection of letters written by a later father that this quotation
should be sought.

p. 215 L 1 sq. In giving the passages from the Clementine Homilies
which correspond to these fragments I have omitted one which has
been pointed out to me by a friend, and which is necessary to complete
the parallel ; iii. 10 evyvapoovwm 8¢ éorw 10 ™v mpos Tov Tob elvar ypds
alrwv droculew aropyrjy.

p. 2181 3. In ascribing to Nolte the first discovery of the source
of this fragment, I had overlooked Lagarde Re. Jur. Ecl. Ant. p. xli,
note. Lagarde however only refers to Clem. Hom. iv. 18, omitting
any reference to iv. 11, which covers the larger part of the quotation.

p. 218 L 13. For Savjy olvowov comp. Clew. Hom. i 2 aivowor

w gx‘ﬂ' ‘VVOU»W

Appendir.

p. 230, note. Lipsius also ( Jen. Lit., 13 Jan. 1877) considers A
to be superior to C. On the other hand Donaldson agrees with
Hilgenfeld’s estimate of their relative value so far as regards the First
Epistle, but thinks C inferior in the Second (7%e/. Rev. p. 41).

p. 235 L 11.  Since the earlier sheets of this Appendix were struck
off, I have noticed the following account of a Paris Ms in the Cafa-
logues des Manuscrits Syriaques o Sabéens de la Bibliothéque Nationale
(Paris, 1874) p. 19, no. 52

1. Les quatre Evangiles, dans la version de THoMas D'HERACLEE
...]1a note finale, relative & la rédaction de la version héracléense...
est suivie d'une note du copiste, qui dit avoir exécuté ce ms en
Pannée 1476 des Grecs (1165 de J. C.) dans le monastére de Mar-Salibo
de Béth-Yehidoyé, sur la montagne sainte d’Edesse, au temps de
Mar-Jean, metropolitain de cette ville.
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2. (FolL 204 v°.)...‘Legons de la Passion redemptrice prises dans
les quatre évangelistes’ etc.

Thus it was written only five years before our Ms and at the same
monastery. These two Mss therefore may be expected to resemble
each other closely. Unfortunately the Paris Ms does not contain the
Acts and Epistles.

P- 255 L 5. The person who in the yision gives this direction
to Hermas is not the Shepherd himself, but the Church.

p. 267, note 3. To these authorities should be added Georglus
Syncellus, who seems to have derived his information from some
authonty not now extant. He says distinctly of Stephanus (p. 650)
7§ wpos Tov deawrv elvolg KAjjuevra évedpedoas x.7.A.

P- 270, note 2. Among the prayers which are acknowledged to
be the most ancient is the form called either absolutely Zephillar ¢ The
Prayer’ (nben) or (from the number of the benedictions) Skemoneh
Esrek ‘The Eighteen’ (nwy nwow). They are traditionally ascribed
by the Jews to the Great Synagogue; but this tradition is of course
valueless, except as implying a relative antiquity. They are mentioned
in the Mishna Berackot’ iv. 3, where certain precepts respecting them
are ascribed to Rabban Gamaliel, Rabbi Joshua, and Rabbi Akiba;
while from another passage, Rosk-ka-Shanak iv. g, it appears that they
then existed in substantially the same form as at present. Thus their
high antiquity seems certain; so that the older parts (for they have
grown by accretion) were probably in existence in the age of our
Lord and the Apostles, and indeed some competent critics have
assigned to them a much earlier date than this. Of these eighteen
benedictions the first three and the last three are by common consent
allowed to be the oldest, On the date of the Shemoneh Esreh, see
Zunz Gottesdienstliche Vortrige p. 366 sq,, Herzfeld Geschichte des
Volkes Jisrael 11. p. 200 sq., Ginsburg in Kitto’s Cydop. of Bibl Lit.
(ed. Alexander)s. v. Syragogue.

I have selected for companson the first two and the last twp; and
they are here written out in full with the parallel passages from
Clement opposite to them, so as to convey an adequate idea of the
amount of resemblance. The third is too short to afford any material
for comparison; while the sixteenth, referring to the temple-service,
is too purely Jewish, and indeed appears to have been mterpolated after
the destruction of the second temple.

CLEM. 30
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[The parallels which belong to the other parts of S. Clements

Epistle are in brackets.]

1. Blessed art Thou, O Lord
our God, and the God of our
" fathers, the God of Abraham, the
God of Isaac, and the God of
Jacob, the God great and power-
ful and terrible, God Most High,
who bestowest Thy benefits gra-
ciously, the Possessor of the Uni-
verse, who rememberest the good
deeds of the fathers and sendest
a redeemer unto their sons’ sons
for Thy Name’s Sake in love.
Our King, our Helper and Saviour
and Shield, blessed art Thou, O
Lord, the Shield of Abraham.

2. Thou art mighty for ever,
O Lord; Thou bringest the dead
to life, Thou art mighty to save.
Thou sustainest the living by Thy
mercy, Thou bringest the dead to
life by Thy great compassion, Thou
supportest them that fall, and
healest the sick, and loosest them
that are in bonds, and makest
good Thy faithfulness to them that
sleep in the dust. Who is like
unto Thee, O Lord of might?
and who can be compared unto
Thee, O King, who killest and
makest alive, and causest salvation
to shoot forth? And Thou art

55 warjp judy "ABpadp § 31.]
avpaoros &v loxii xai
wpemelg § 60. Tov povov Uuorow
§ 59. ’ ) 4 - 3

povov edepyérqy ..\ 7b. [o
olxrippwy kard mwdvra Kai ebepyerixos
mmp § 23]‘ \ * ya b4

av, Kipie, mjv olxoupémy &rioas
§ 6o. [Seomorns Tdv awdvTwy § 8,
20, 33, 52].

N

xafuws &oxas Tols warpdow
e ~

7y, érelovpévey ae abrév ooiuws
x1.\ § 60, Ixoﬂ«k xal ol wpodedy
ngt’vot warépes udv elmpéoyoay

2].

s acihed TGV aluovor § 61.
déwodpéy e, déomora, Bonbov ye-
véolfa. xal dvrajrropa’ guav § 59.

o povos Svvards woifjoar Tavte
§61.

Tov 7OV dmyAmopévey coripa
§ 59-

o dyafos...é\efpov Kal oixrippov
§ 60.

Tobs memrwkoTas &yepov...Tovs
doefeis (dofevels) laoar.. Airpuoat
Tobs deocplovs pdv, &favdoryoov
Tovs dofevoivras § 59.

moros & Tois memoldow &t oé
§ 6o.

rod...dvexdupyijrov  xpdrovs oov
§61.

T0v dwoxreivovra xal {jv wowotvra

§ 59.

1"'.I‘he word 3 “shield” is translated by drrivjrrwp in the Lxx of Ps. cxix
(cxviii). 114, from which Clement here borrows his expression.
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faithful to bring the dead to life,
Blessed art Thou, O Lord, who
bringest the dead to life.

17. We confess unto Thee
that Thou art He, the Lord our
God and the God of our fathers
for ever and ever, the Rock of our
life, the Shield of our salvation,
Thou art He from generation to
generation. We will thank Thee
and declare Thy praise. Blessed
art Thou, O Lord; Goodness is
Thy Name, and to Thee it is meet
to give thanks.

18. Grant peace, goodness
and blessing, grace and mercy and
compassion unto us and to all
Thy people Israel. Bless us, O
our Father, all together with the
light of Thy countenance. Thou
hast given unto us, O Lord our
God, the law of life, and loving-
kindness and righteousness and
blessing and compassion and life
and peace. And may it seem
good in Thy sight to bless Thy
people Israel at all times and at
every moment with Thy peace.
Blessed art Thou, O Lord, who
blessest Thy people Israel with
peace.

463

gol éfopoloyovpela § 61.

ot oV € 6 Deos povos § 59.

els 70 oxeraclivar 1 xeipl oov
x1.\. § 60.

¢ moTos év wdoals Tals yeveais
§ 6o.

~ 4 * , ’ 6
7§ wavapére ovopati aov § 6o.

835, Kipie, dyielav, elpijvny, ops-
volav, ebordfetay § 61.

80s opdvoway kal el fpiv Te
xal wdaw Tols karowkovow x.7.A. § 60.

dmidavov 10 mpoowmdv aov &P’
ypds ¢is dyadd & elpijvy § 60,

[3¢n wiarw, pifov, eppyqy, tmo-
povyy, paxpobupiav, éyxpdreia, dyvei-
av kal gudpooivyy § 64].

xalov kai eddpeartov dvamov Gov
§61.

npels Aads aov § 59.

[0 dxhefdpevos...juds...cls Aaoy
wepiovaiov § 58]

These parallels are, I think, highly suggestive, and some others
might be gathered from other parts of the Skemonck Esreh. The
resemblance however is perhaps greater in the general tenour of the
thoughts and cast of the sentences than in the individual expressions.
At the same time it is instructive to observe what topics are rejected
as too purely Jewish, and what others are introduced to give expres-

sion to Christian ideas.

- Jacobi (Zheol. Stud. u. Krit. 1876, iv. p. 710 s5q.) doubts whether

30—2
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this liturgical portion was any part of Clement’s original letter, and
suggests that it was inserted afterwards at Corinth. ThlS theory seems
to me quite impossible for many reasons.

(1) In the first place it is contained in both our authorities CS,
and obviously was contained in A, before the missing leaf disappeared,
as the space shows (see Harnack Zhelog. Literaturs. Feb. 19, 1876)
The combination of these three authorities points to a very early date
(see above p. 247). Moreover the writer of the last two books of the

" Apostolical Constitutions obviously borrows indifferently ffom this prayer

and from other parts of Clement’s Epistle; and though he might
have been indebted to two different sources for his obligations, the
probability is that he derived them from the same.

(z) The expedient which Jacobi ascribes to the Corinthians would

be extremely clumsy. He supposes that the reading of the letter in
the Corinthian Church was followed by congregational prayer, and that,
as Clement states it to be the intention of the Romans, if their appeal
to the Corinthians should be disregarded, to betake themselves to
prayer on behalf of Christendom generally (§ 59), it occurred to the
Church at Corinth to interpolate their own form of prayer in the
epistle at this point. When we remember that this prayer of Clement
is followed immediately by special directions relating to individual
persons who are mentioned by name, nothing.could well be more in-
congruous than the gratuitous insertion of a liturgical service here. -

(3) Jacobi remarks on the affinity to the type of prayér in the Greek
Church. I have shown that the resemblances to 'pr&existing Jewish
prayers are at least as great. Indeed the language is just what we
might expect from a writer in the age of Clemeént, when the liturgy of
the Synagogue was developmg into the liturgy of the Church.

(4) Jacobi does not conceal a difficulty which occurs to him in the
fact that, together with dpyuwepels, the very unusual title wpoordrys,
¢Guardian’ or ‘Patron’, which is given to our Lord in this prayer
(§ 61), is found twice in other parts of the epistle, § 36, 58 (64);
but he thinks this may have been adopted into the Corinthian form of
prayer from Clement. If this had been the only coincidence, his
explanation might-possibly have been admitted, But in fact this prayer
is interpenetrated with the language and thoughts of Clement, so far as
'the subject allowed and the frequent adoption of Old Testament phrases
-left room for them. Thus in § 59 for é\wifew éri see § 11, 12 ; again
dvoifas Tovs opfalpods Tis kapdias 7jpdv has a close parallel in § 36;
ebepyérny applied to God is matched by ebepyeteiv, edepyeatia, in the same
connexion & 19, 20, 21, 38 ; with the whole expression evepyérpv mver
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parov kil ®edv mdons vapkds...7ov Exdmryy dvfpumivey pywv, compare
§ 58 ¢ wavreronrTns Beds xai deomiTys vdv wrevpdrav xai Kipros wdoms
oapkds ; for Bonlos see § 36 ; for kromis, § 19, 62 ; for éxhéyeatay, § 43,
58 (64), and the use of éxNexros elsewhere in this epistle ; for dyardvrds
oe, § 29 ; for dd L X. 70v yannuévov wadds gov, § 59 did 70 fyamnuévov
wados avrod 1. X, in the same connexion ; for déwdper of prayer to God,
8§ 51, 53, and with an accusative case, as here, § 55 ; for deamérys applied
to God, the rest of the epistle passim. In § 6o for dévaos see § 20 ; for
6 moTos k.7.\. compare a very similar expression § 27 1§ mor¢ & Tals
émayyeins kai 7@ Buxaip &v Tois kpipagw ; for bavpacrds, §§ 26, 35, [36],
43, §9; for épafew of God’s creative agency, § 33; for the repetition of
the article rds dvoplas kal 7ds adwius ..\, the rest of the epistle
passim, and for the connexion of the two words, § 35 ; for maparripara,
‘8§88 2, 51, 56 (comp. mapdwrwos § 59); for mAnyupeleias, § 41 ; for rarel-
Gwvov x.1.\., § 48 karevbivorres Ty woperay avrdv &v dosTTL Kal dukatoouvy ;
for wopevesfar &, § 3 (comp. § 4) ; for 7 xala xai eldpeora évimov (comp.
§ 61) see § 21, where the identical phrase appears, and compare also
8 7, 35, 49 ; for the combination oudvoay xal elprjymv (comp. § 61) see
-§ 20 (twice), 63, 59 (65) ; for xafus &uxas tols warpdow Juav compare
§ 62 xabos xal of wpodedyrwpévor mwarépes fpdv KA. (see the whole
context, and comp. § 30): for colws (omitted however in C), § 6, 21
(twice), 26, 40, 44, 62; for vmyxdovs, § 10, 13, 14; for wavrokpdrwp,
inscr., § 2, 32, 62 ; for mavdperos, §§ 1, 2, 45, 57 ; for yyodpevor, §§ 3, 8,
32, 37, 51, 55. In § 61 for peyalompemjs (comp. peyaomperela in § 60)
sée § 1, 9, 19, 45, 58 (64); for avexdufynros, § 20, 49 ; for $wo dob...
Sedopév (see also twice below), § 58 vo Tod Ocov dedopéva ; for Sdfav xal
7yojv, § 45 (see below, and comp. § 59) for 01m-aimr¢a€a;, $§ 1, 2, 20, 34,
38 57; for evﬂaetwv, §59 (65) ; for @ airpoo'xo-;rws, § 20; for Baa'l)uv Tov
aldvay, see § 35 warjp TGv aldvey, § 55 Oeos Tov alwvwy ; for vrapxdvrer,
this epistle passim, where it occurs with more than average frequency ;
for Sievfivew, §§ 20, 62, and for Suémiw...ciaefis, § 62 eboefids xai dualws
Sievfvvew ; for Ihews, § 2 ; for fopooyeiofas, § 51, 52 ; for peyalwoivy,
& 16, 27, 36, 58, and more especially joined with 8c¢a in doxologies,
‘here, §§ 20, 58 (64), comp. § 59 (65); and for eis Tods aidvas Tév aldvwy
see the conclusion of Clement’s doxologles generally.

Thus the linguistic argument is as strong as it well could be against
Jacobi’s theory.

The anonymous writer of the atticles in the Church Quarterly
{see above, p. 395), has collected parallels to Clement’s prayer from the
early Christian liturgies. .My own text and notes were completed and
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in print, before I saw these articles, and therefore my investigations in this
direction are altogether independent. Immediately after making myself
acquainted with the new portions of Clement in the edition of Bryen-
nios, I read the early liturgies through with a view to noting coinci-

dences.

p. 273, note 1. A manuscript containing the Thebaic Version of
these Egyptian ¢ Apostolical Constitutions’ was formerly in the posses-
sion of Tattam (see his preface, p. xiv)’. It was lent by him to
Lagarde who transcribed it, and has given a very full account of it in
his Rel. lur. Eccl, Ant. p. ix sq. Lagarde describes it as ¢codex
recentissimus non bombycinus sed papyraceus.” It is pow in the
British Museum, where its class. mark is Orient. 440. Unfortunately
this copy is defective, and does not contain the proper ¢Apostolical
Canons’ at all.

The Ms mentioned in my note, which is also in the British Maseum,
Orient. 1320, supplies the deficiency. It is of large 4to or smrall folio
size, written on parchment, and was recently acquired from Sir C. A.
Murray’s collection. It consists of two parts, apparently in the same
hand-writing, but with separate paginations. At the end is the date amo

asonAd . \yrbk  The year 722 of Diocletian is A.D. 1006.

The two parts, of which it consists, are as follows® : ‘

(1) Paged a to ma, the reverse of ma being blank. This part
begins

NAIHEMKANWININENEIOTEETOTAAAMANOCTOAOCMIIENROLICTCHEX CIt-
TATRAATED PAIQIIERKAKCIA,

» Pagiewnenggapeannengeepe etc. (see Tattam p. 2).

Its contents are the same as in the Ms described by Lagarde
(p. xisq.), as far as the latter goes. The readings of the sections a—
oa are also the same with slight variations of orthography, etc. At
this point however the latter Ms fails us (see Tattam p. xiv, Lagarde

P- XV),

1 Lagarde (p. ix.) is mistaken in saying that this Sahidic Ms was given to Tattam
by the Duke of Northumberland. He has transferred to the Sahidic Ms the statement
which Tattam makes of the Memphitic (p. xiv).

? In giving the extracts from this Ms, I have copied the text exactly as I found it;

without altering the pointing or correcting other errors.
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The subsequent sections are as follows :
o€.  €TREMTEHCIMH . MMITEIONE,
Haporumencanerbroconorwpx etc.
or.  evhexeammnenegooreTeuyuyecasTETAENENTATENROTH,
IMaporepnmoMiTimenTarenkoTR €tc.
og €TACHETOPAIWREIMMOOTETAETIICTIC . ATWHETINHTRIOFTcOMEfoA~
PRIMOAICEMOAICETAETIICTIC « QWCTEETPETAOHSEIEPOOTRIOTCOM.
WenepwTRieTOTAIWREIMMOOT etc.

on is without any heading but begins,
IMaraeTenmapacresAeMMOYHTRTHPTRIOTCON,
and ends,
MAPOCIEPETEMME . MNOTTEETEMTRENOTTETERTWNEPOLY,
followed by the colophon :

Arxorebodiigmiiranwninencoteeroraahnanoctoroe . Ked-
2Aason . OH.

etwzasCaprachonoerain.

Comparing the Thebaic sections with the Memphitic as printed by
Tattam, we find that

oA comprises of, ow (Tattam pp. 130—136, but without the
( colophons etc.)

of corresponds to oa (. p. 136).

ow »” »  oe (5. p. 138).

' . » O (7. p. 166.)

oe begins as 0@ (5. p. 166). It contains the whole of oe
(#%. p. 166—172), ending nemenpogninc, followed
immediately by micTocaemmnicTHETWARTWO TN £tC.
(#6. p. 138) as far as eboAgfiverkAKCIA (5. P. 146).

or corresponds to oc (. pp. 146—150).

7 » » o7 (i D 150) as far as fivenTOAM-
Jnazoesc.

ox, as described above, comprises #5. pp. 150—164.

(2) Paged a—nra. This part contains the Apostolical Canons,
properly so called, which are here so divided as to be 71 in number
(0a).
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The heading (p. a) is:
NRAMOMITERKAHCIA + HAINTANATOCTOAOCTAXTQITIRAHMEAC .
NENTATTMOOTY . QNOTEIPHIHNTENNOTTE « QAMEN.
€7enC IPOAWNEIMNENICKONOCPITRCHATKENICKOMOCHIGOMMT.

The ending (p. Ka) is:

ATWIIPOMOOTCION « WIAENED . NENCIOAMHN,
ATEOKEAOANGIMKANWINTIKARLMHC . KAIPAAAION . Oa.

The remainder of this page, and the reverse, is taken up with
various colophons, including the date as already given.
The list of the O. T. books in Canon oa ends :
TeoPranmgHpencipasg . eTowichw.
After which is the following list of the N. T. books.

Hen2 wwMeAEQWWNANRONNATIOCTOAOC « NENAS , ETENATAIADT-
KRANAPPENE . MEYTOOFETATTEAION . KATAGENTANIGPIEOOC - MKATA-
MAGOAIOC . MKATAMAPROC « TIRATAAOTHAC + MHATATWPAIILHC . HEM-
TPAZICANONNATIOCTOAOC,

TCRTENEMCTOAHMNETPOC . TUFOMTEMIWPAIIHC « TEMICTONHITIA-
KwROC . MITATOTAAC « TMATAYTENEMICTOAHMMATAOC » TANOKAATM-
WICHIWQANIIL « TCNTENETICTOARMKAHMAC . €TETHEOWOTRsBOA.

This part therefore corresponds to the Memphitic in Tattam, pp.
174—212.

The version in Tattam is stated in one of the concluding colophons
(p. 214) to have been translated from the language of upper Egypt (the
Thebaic) into that of lower Egypt (the Memphitic); and a very recent
date (Diocl. 1520 = A.D. 1804) is given.

Comparing the Thebaic Ms with the Memphitic we find that :

(1) Whereas in the former we have two distinct works, in the
latter they are throwh together and then divided into eig# books’, to
which special headings are prefixed. This division into eight books

was doubtless made in order to secure for them the sanction which was °

accorded to the eight books of the Apostolical Constitutions, properly
so called.
(2) There seems to have been some displacement in the leaves
1 Strictly speaking severr books, in the collection as it stands. But in the colo-

phons the First Book is stated to be also the Second, the Second to be the Third,
and so forth.
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. of the Thebaic Ms from which the Memphitic Version was taken, so
that the portion, pp. 166—172, is placed after p. 164, instead of
standing after Senovvagicémaneq (p. 138) as in the Thebaic, which
(as the connexion of the subjects suggests) is its original position.

The Ethiopic Version (see Tattam p. v sq., Lagarde p. x) seems
to follow the Thebaic throughout, and was in all probability translated
from it. '

P- 279 note 1. In this note I have carelessly taken Adler's date
without testing his arithmetic. The year 1503 of Alexander (i.e. of
the Seleucidee) isnotA.D. 1212, as Adler gives it, but A.D. 1192. Thus
this Paris Ms is brought nearer in date to our Cambridge Ms. A
description of it is given in the Calalogues des Manuscrits Syriagues etc.,
P. 20, no. 54.

Another Paris Ms (described above, p. 460 sq.) will probably prove an
exception to what I have said here, for it may be expected to resemble
closely our Cambridge Ms in its arrangement of lessons, as in other
respects.

p. 288 L 7sq. See Apost. Const. i. 8 wdons 7€ wvois xal Swvdpews
Snpovpryov.

p- 289 L 15. See Apost. Const. ii. 6 rovs dyvoodvras Siddaxere, Tovs
émorapévovs ornpilere, Tovs wewrAavypévovs émiaTpédere.

P. 291 L. 11. "See Hippol. p. 69 (Lagarde) ijs tdv cpupévav dyabov
Oéas del dmolavovres xal Tfj T@v éxdorote KOWEY Opwpévwy wpoodoxia

. 780uevor xdxeiva Tovrwv Beltiw fyovpevo. Lipsius (Fem Lit., Jan. 13,
1877) would read cwfopévors with Harnack.

p- 293 1. 11 sq. Lipsius (L c.) would read émualofpéy o€ picar Tovs
& wiorel kal dAyfelg vrydovs ywopévous.

p- 293 L. 13 note. The expression wavrokparopixov dvopa occurs
in Macar. Magn. Apocr. iv. 30 (p. 225).

p- 304 note 1. Lipsius (lLc.) suggests reading pera Tiv 7ijs Oelas
a\nfelas dvdyvwow dvaywvdoxw. ’

p- 296 1. 2. Lipsius defends the reading of C and says, ¢Die con-
struction ist gut griechisch; iibersetze “ad probam vitam iis qui volunt
pie et juste dirigendam”’. This is to me quite unintelligible as a
rendering of the Greek.

p- 314 note 3. I see that Lipsius also, finding fault with Gebhardt,
says ¢ Ep. ii. 19...ist in Cod. ¢ihegodeiv in pihomoreiv, nicht Pulomovety
corrigirt ; lezteres ist emendation von Bryennios’. Both Lipsius and Hil-
genfeld seem to have misunderstood the words of Bryennios, é Siopfe-
oews xal Tobro 70 avriypadéws, which must mean not ‘my correction

3I
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of the scribe’, but ¢the scribe’s carrection of himself’, as the rest of
the note plainly shows. The xal Toiro apparently refers to peralijjerac
§ 14 (p. 135), where he speaks of mjv Aéfw SwpBupémy xept avrol rod
dvriypadéws. '

p- 336 1. 4. Lipsius would supply Aéyovoe pé\dew xarafaivew after
dvafev. :

p- 340 L. 2. See Hippol. p. 69 (Lagarde) 4 rdv marépov Swaivv
1€ Opupém Syus wdvrore padid dvapevdvrov Tijv perd Todro TO Xuplov
dvizavow xal alwviev dveBiwoiv...dA\\d kal oitow [0t dduxot] Tov TGV
marépuv xopov xal rovs Sixaiovs dpdot, kal ér avrg ToUTe Kolals-
pevot...xal 70 odpa...dvvards ¢ Oeds dvafBidaas dfdvarov wrouely, and
lower down dwogpBéyforvras puviy ovrws Aéyovres, Awala aov 4 Kpioss,
and again vo wip doBeorov dwpdver...oxdAyé 3¢ nis épmupos M
(comp. § 17). These resemblances suggest that our Clementine homily
was known to this writer.

p- 413 L. 9, note on 7 wopvy (§ 12). In Heb. xi. 31 also 3 émde
youém wopwm is read for § xdpvy by & (first hand) and likewise (as Mr
Bensly informs me) by the Harclean Syriac, this part being preserved
only in the Cambridge Ms (see above p. 233). Mr Bensly also calls my
attention to a passage in Ephraem Syrus Op. Grac. 1. p. 310 opoiws 8¢ xal
‘Padf 1 Erheyopém wopry did tijs Pplofevias ov owvandlero Tols drethi-
caot, defapéry rols xarackimovs & dpijvy. Immediately before, this
father has mentioned Abraham and Lot as examples of persons rewarded
for their ¢u\ofevia, so that he seems to have had the passage of S. Clement
in view.
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